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While a large body of literature exists related to discrimination in schools and the schoolto-prison pipeline, few studies connect this literature to perceptions of school climate. The
purpose of this study is to examine middle and high school students’ perceptions of school
climate using an intersectional theoretical framework. Participants include 812 middle and high
school students across the United States. Exploratory principal axis factor analysis included four
subscales: perceptions of attachment to school staff, perceptions of school environment,
perceptions of school belonging, and perceptions of effective school staff. Linear regressions for
each subscale were performed, and gender, racial, sexuality, and ability comparisons were
established. Findings suggest that students diagnosed by a mental health professional, students
placed in special education, and students that have been suspended and or expelled are more
likely to perceive their school climate as unfavorable across the school climate subscales and
school-to-prison pipeline demographic variables.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
School safety research indicates that changing a school’s climate can have a positive
impact on the perception of safety in a school environment (Anderson 1998). It has been argued
that some of the most essential variables of school safety include: school climate, feelings of
attachment, and safety (Gottfredson 2001; Karcher 2004; Whitlock 2006). Researchers argue that
implementing a safe and positive school climate is one solution to address the problem of school
violence (Hernandez and Seem 2004). Since the mid-1990s, schools have increasingly
implemented policies and strategies such as zero-tolerance policies and increased police presence
on school campuses to promote school safety (Mallet 2015). However, these policies have done
little to address violence in schools; in fact, they have contributed to the harsh process of
criminalizing minor behavior violations, such as disruptive behavior; this process is better known
as the school-to-prison pipeline (Warren 2021; Bracy 2011; Joong and Ridler 2006; Williams
2005).
The implementation of security measures such as cameras, metal detectors and school
resource officers (SROs) contribute to perceptions of school safety and impact perceptions of
school climate (Kupchik and Bracy 2010). Nevertheless, it is unclear whether these security
measures increase feelings of safety among school personnel; some studies suggest feelings of
safety increase with these precautionary measures (Joong & Ridler 2006) while other studies
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found that these safety measures reinforce inequalities by promoting racial profiling, stereotypes,
and bias (Weiss 2010; Williams 2005).
The school-to-prison pipeline and the policies that contribute to its punitiveness not only
influences school safety, but also impacts a school’s overall environment often, referred to as
school climate. School climate can be described as the characteristics and quality of school life
that affect school culture (Cohen et al. 2009). While school safety once referred to the presence
of weapons on school grounds (Skiba et al. 2006) it has now evolved to include elements of
school climate like school support, attachment to staff, and unfair disciplinary policies
(Kutsyuruba 2015).
The purpose of this study is to advance knowledge of perceptions of school climate and
provide suggestions on how to limit risk for involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline. I use
the Theory of Intersectionality (Crenshaw 1989) to examine how students’ intersecting identities
impact perceptions of school climate. In particular, my research focuses on four aspects of school
climate: attachment to school staff, school environment, school belonging, and effective school
staff. These four quantitative subscales of school climate (along with school-to-prison pipeline
demographic variables) are used to investigate perceptions of school climate for middle and high
school students during the 2020-2021 academic school year.
Research Questions
Students spend most of their daily lives in a school context (Bakir-Aygar and Kaya
2017). For this reason, we should ensure that schools are adequately and safely supporting
students. The purpose of this study is to determine if a relationship exists between variables that
predict involvement with the school-to-prison-pipeline and perceptions of school climate.
Researchers argue it is important for schools deemed as underperforming to improve their school
2

climate (Jain et al 2015). Results from this study provide insight on how to improve school
climate (e.g., students’ level of attachment to school personnel, feelings of support, and sense of
school community) especially for those children who are most likely to be pushed into the
school-to-prison pipeline.
By reducing the harsh disciplinary practices in public schools that push certain children
into the school-to-prison pipeline more money could be allocated towards improving education
in the United States (Morgan 2021); providing more funding for education would be beneficial
for poor states like Mississippi, which consistently ranks inadequately regarding education.
Exploring perceptions of attachment and school support across different variables may also
provide insight on improving school culture nationally. Providing awareness to schools regarding
students’ experiences and their perceptions of school climate can help improve a school’s
environment and the overall quality of students’ experiences in and engagement with school
(Dincer 2021).
As stated earlier, the purpose of this study is to examine if a relationship exists between
variables that heighten involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline and school climate, across
various school climate subscales. Research indicates that children who are at risk for
involvement within the pipeline include boys, children of color, poor students, queer students,
and students who have emotional and learning disabilities (Mallet 2017). I hypothesize that the
same children who are most vulnerable to be pushed into the pipeline are also more likely to feel
less attached to school personnel, have lower levels of school support, and overall, negatively
perceive their school environment when compared to their peers. Two research questions guide
this study:
1. What are the predictors of attachment to school personnel?
3

2. What are the predictors of perceptions of school support?
Utilizing these research questions, I examine differences in students’ perceptions of school
climate across sex, race, socioeconomic status, sexuality, ability status, and
suspensions/expulsions.
In the following chapters of this thesis, I review the literature on school climate and
outcomes linked to negative and positive school climates. I then highlight the importance of
healthy teacher-student relationships. Using the school-to-prison pipeline literature, I discuss
how school experiences of children vulnerable to school-to-prison pipeline involvement
contribute to their perceptions of school climate. I also reflect on how structural inequalities in
schools contribute to pipeline involvement and perceptions of school climate. Next, I discuss the
Theory of Intersectionality (Crenshaw 1989), which is the theoretical framework utilized for this
study. I then identify gaps in the literature and possible contributions from this study. Chapters
following the literature review include methodology, results, discussion, and conclusion.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
In order to examine middle and high school students’ perceptions of school climate, it is
important to understand how structural inequalities in education contribute to students’ school
experiences and, ultimately, their perceptions of school climate. In this literature review I focus
on how practices in education reinforce white supremacy and discrimination for some students,
thus contributing to school-to-prison pipeline involvement. The structural inequalities that persist
in the American public-school system contribute to the disparities found in students’ perceptions
of school climate. To fully investigate perceptions of school climate, I assume an intersectional
framework, to highlight how youths’ intersecting identities inform their school experiences and
perceptions of school climate. In the sections of this chapter, I bridge a connection in the
literature between structural inequalities in education, the school-to-prison pipeline, and
disparities of perceptions of school climate.
Structural Inequalities in Education
Structural inequalities contribute to the school-to-prison pipeline and perceptions of
school climate. Despite the ending of segregation in schools in 1954, white students and students
of color still experience different and, in many ways, unequal learning environments (Morris
2016; Lewis and Diamond 2015). Differences in achievement, teacher-student interactions,
quality of school buildings, suspension and expulsion rates, and special education placement
rates all indicate that the public education system in the United States values the experiences and
5

success of some, not all students (Mallet 2015; Lewis and Diamond 2015; Kosciw 2013: Ray
2022).
The achievement gap may be impacted by racial, environmental, and structural
differences that create barriers which often interfere with students of color opportunities to learn
and develop skills at the same rate as their white classmates (Talbert-Johnson 2004; Lewis and
Diamond 2015). Almost seventy years after the Brown v. Board of Education ruling, segregation
still prevails in the United States public education system. Institutional racism is maintained in
education through practices such as academic tracking, funding allocation based on test scores,
and residential segregation. These factors have contributed to many schools, particularly poor
schools and predominantly schools of color being perceived as underfunded and
underperforming rather than schools that are being systemically deprived of resources. These
dynamics work together in widening the achievement gap, intensifying the disproportionate
differences in students’ school outcomes and experiences.
Structural inequalities found in education impact school experiences of children of color.
In their book Despite the Best Intentions, Amanda Lewis and John Diamond (2015:6) argue that
the American education system has a long history of “characterizing black and brown people ‘as
less than,’ as dangerous, or ‘just’ deviant,” impacting how teachers and other school staff
perceive and interact with students. Black students have been consistently found to express
dissatisfaction regarding their school environments (Talbert-Johnson 2004; Lewis and Diamond
2015). Black youth report perceiving schools as unrewarding and experience higher rates of
alienation in their school communities (Talbert-Johnson 2004). However, Lewis and Diamond
(2015) argue that these negative school experiences do not impact Black students desire of
academic success. In fact, Black students have been found to spend the same amount of time or
6

more on homework and desire attending college at similar rates when compared to their white
peers (O’Connor, Lewis, and Mueller 2007; Zuberi 2001). These findings suggest that
discriminatory practices in education rather than personal values and cultural differences
contribute to Black students’ disproportional academic performance levels. Additionally,
researchers have found that regardless of socioeconomic status, Black students report lower
levels of happiness concerning their school experiences (Lewis and Diamond 2015). However,
Black students do not report having negative feelings about school activities; for this reason,
Lewis and Diamond (2015), suggest their dissatisfaction may be related to the institutional
practices within education rather than the educational process itself.
Structural inequalities in education also impact Latinx youth school experiences. Social
problems outside of the school context such as language barriers, cultural values, immigration
status and perceived discrimination are some of the many stressors that have been found to
contribute to Latinx students’ negative school outcomes (Cervantes, Padilla, and Salgado de
Snyder 1991). Similar to Black students, Latinx students are negatively stereotyped regarding
their academic abilities (Valencia and Johnson 2006). While it is clear that Latinx students are atrisk for school-to-prison pipeline involvement and negative school outcomes like school dropout,
substance abuse, and delinquency, there is still limited research available on these students’
perceptions of school climate and how these perceptions may differ from their peers (Valencia
and Johnson 2006)
The socioeconomic status of students has also been found to impact teacher-student
interactions in school. In her 2011 ethnographic study, Jessica Calarco examined how
socioeconomic status impacted students’ willingness to seek help from their teachers. Calarco
(2011) found that middle-class children were more likely to request help from teachers and
7

possessed specific strategies to seek assistance (Calarco 2011). Researchers argue that the culture
of the middle-class generally aligns with social institutions like education. For this reason, these
help seeking strategies used by affluent children contribute to their cultural capital and provide
them with an advantage over their less affluent peers. Seeking help is just one of the various
unspoken expectations teachers have for students. This cultural capital provides wealthy students
with access to easily navigate the education process providing them situational advantages that
further reinforce structural inequalities within schools (Assor & Gordon 1972).
Various studies indicate that resources and opportunities are allocated to students based
on their socioeconomic status (Calarco 2011; Eder 1981; Oakes 2005; Lareau 2000; Rist 1970).
The practice of academic tracking in schools unequally distributes opportunities to students.
Research consistently suggests that homogenous grouping can negatively impact academic
outcomes (Oakes 2005). Yet, tracking still persists in schools limiting the opportunities provided
to some students, particularly poor students, and students of color (Giersch 2018).
Wealth can provide students with other advantages in school as well. Researchers argue
that class can impact how students socially interact with school staff. While Calarco’s (2011)
study examined white students’ behavior only, other researchers have indicated this pattern can
be found across racial groups. Annette Lareau (2002), for example, found that Black and white
middle-class parents alike provide their children with a cultural logic she refers to as “concerted
cultivation,” which produces a different form of agency among affluent children. Manning
(2019) and Dow (2019), however argue that this process of “concerted cultivation” differs based
on race. While affluent students of color are provided some advantages based on class, their
parents also provide them with techniques to navigate racial discrimination. These different
forms of cultural logic provide affluent students with the agency to navigate and negotiate their
8

school experiences in a way, in which their poor peers are not socially equipped to do. Thus,
affluent families, both white and Black, (but in different ways) possess structural advantages that
can translate into practices that greatly improve their school experiences. Class advantages can
also be seen in the quality of school facilities and other school materials.
The physical condition of a school has also been found to be associated to student school
outcomes. Factors that contribute to the physical condition of a school include the age of the
building, quality of air and lighting, and quality of school materials such as textbooks, desks, etc.
(Uline and Tschannen-Moran 2008). Researchers argue that the condition of school buildings
impacts student achievement (Buckley et al 2004; O’Neill and Oates 2001). Other studies have
suggested that a relationship exists between quality of physical school environments and
educational attainment (Berry 2012; Marzano 2003; Wentzel and Watkins 2002; Rutter et al
1979). Additionally, other studies suggest that condition of a school building has an impact on
the learning climate within a school (Lowe 1990; Lackney 1996). The physical quality of a
school building has also been found to be associated with students’ attitude towards their school
community. According to Schneider (2002), a negative sense of school community can be
displayed in various behaviors such as vandalism, truancy, and violence.
The physical and social disorder of a school may also impact if (and how) a school is
policed. In response to the increase of violence in schools, strategies such as zero tolerance
policies and increased police presence in schools have been implemented nationally to promote
school safety (Mallet 2015). Rather than decrease school violence, these policies have redesigned
how schools police behavior and enforce punishment creating new methods to increase the
alienation and discrimination of marginalized students, furthermore, establishing a new nonphysical form of violence in schools (Warren 2021; Kutsyuruba & Hussain-Kelly 2010).
9

Research suggests that implementation of zero tolerance policies in schools is similar to
the application of “broken windows” theory when policing crime (Plank, Bradshaw, and Young
2009). When examining broken windows theory and social disorder in a school context, Plank,
Bradshaw, and Young (2009) found that the physical disorder of schools may invoke fear among
students. Likewise, the physical and social disorder of a school may contribute to the
implementation of security measures such as metal detectors and the presence of school resource
officers, which also may create fear among students. This fear can influence students’ behaviors,
interactions, and school experiences. School safety strategies like zero tolerance policies and
school police engagement may also contribute to the discrimination of some students in school.
School-to-prison pipeline literature suggests that certain children are more likely to experience
the effects and consequences of criminalizing school behavior, these groups include as youth that
are male, poor, belong to a racial minority group, identify as a part of the LGBTQIA+
community, and have disabilities (Mallet 2015). These students have been found to be overly
policed in schools contributing to their disproportionate rates of suspension and expulsion.
Involvement in the school to prison pipeline impacts students’ perception of school climate, as
well as their school and life outcomes.
School Climate
School climate is a relatively new area of research for social scientists and is often
associated with school safety. Numerous school safety researchers argue that a safe school
environment is crucial for learning (Cornell and Mayer 2010; Craig et al 2010). According to
researchers like Cornell and Mayer (2010), a safe school environment is an atmosphere that is
free from bullying, victimization, and other forms of violence.
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Research suggests students’ perception of school climate can influence their overall
school experience (Wang et al., 2022). Wang and Degol (2016:3) define school climate as “the
norms, beliefs, values, and interpersonal relationships of adults and peers within a school
community, that influences students’ school experiences and outcomes.” School climate is often
referred to as a safe learning environment and discussed in relation to school safety (Kutsyuruba
2015). While schools may have similarities, they can have varying climates and cultures
(Demiroz 2020; Calik et al., 2011). Some schools provide a safe and friendly environment for
students, while others are isolating and unsafe (Demiroz 2020; Calik et al., 2011; Kutsyuruba
2015). Despite the variance of school atmospheres, there are factors indicating a healthy school
climate that all schools should strive for regardless of location, size, and other social conditions,
these factors include “a school’s attempt to foster safety, a supportive environment, and
respectful and trusting relationship” (Smith, Wang, and Hill 2020: 52). This study focuses on the
latter two concepts of school climate.
A student’s perception of their school environment is informed by their school
experiences. According to Thapa and colleagues (2013), there are four areas that impact school
experiences: teaching and learning, safety, relationships, and environment/structure. School
climate (whether positive or negative) impacts students’ safety (Wilson 2004). Additionally,
school climate researchers have found that a positive climate can lessen the impact of poverty,
violence, and mental health issues (Astor, Gerra and Van Acker 2010). Regarding the impact of
poverty and academic achievement specifically, researchers have found that a positive school
climate can mediate the relationship between socioeconomic status and academic achievement
(Wang and Holcombe 2010; Cheema and Kitsantas 2014).
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The use of exclusionary disciplinary actions such as suspension and expulsion have been
found to impact a student’s perception of school climate (Gopalan and Nelson 2019) and are
inconsistently applied across schools and school districts (Skiba and Sprague 2008). Suspensions
and expulsions became popular during the rise of zero tolerance policies to address violence in
schools and promote school safety, however, today suspensions are largely used in response to
minor nonviolent behavior infractions (Skiba and Sprague 2008). Exclusionary disciplinary
actions limit student’s time to learn in school (Losen et al., 2015; Rausch and Skiba 2006), and
have been found to be associated with poor school outcomes like lower academic performance
and achievement scores, higher risk of not graduating on time, and even possibly dropping out
(Raffaele Mendez 2003; Noltemeyere, Ward, and McLoughlin 2015). Furthermore, students of
color, especially Black students, are overrepresented in suspension and expulsion rates, which
may contribute to racial disparities found in the achievement gap (Morris and Perry 2016; Skiba
et al., 2002). While a student’s characteristics and behavior may impact whether they are
suspended or expelled, researchers have found that school factors can contribute to rates of
disciplinary actions as well (Skiba and Sprague 2008).
Researchers suggest that school climate could possibly mediate the association between
discipline and academic performance (Skiba, Arredondo, and Williams 2014). Numerous school
climate studies indicate that disciplinary practices can influence student’s perception of school
climate (Skiba Arredondo, and Williams, 2014; Yeager et al., 2017). Toro and Wang (2021), for
example, found that students who receive suspensions for minor behavior infractions reported
their school having a negative school climate a year following the suspension. Additionally,
research shows that after receiving a suspension, students develop a poor perception of school
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climate, particularly in their relationships with school staff (Gregory, Cornell, and Fan 2011;
Huang and Cornell 2018).
Negative School Climate
Researchers suggest that negative perceptions of school climate can impact students’
school experiences. According to Kutsyuruba (2015:110), schools with a negative school climate
have the following characteristics, “vague rules and expectations, low academic achievement and
high antisocial behaviors.” Many researchers have provided factors that contribute to students’
negative perceptions of school climate such as punitive attitudes among teachers, rules perceived
as unfair and enforced inconsistently, bullying, and verbal abuse (Gottfredson and Gottfredson
1985; Majd, Marksamer, and Reyes 2009; Mitchum and Moodie-Mills 2014). In their Safe
Schools study, the National Institute of Education (1978) determined that negative school
climates are connected to misbehavior among students. Negative aspects of school climate may
include poor attitudes and negative teacher characteristics (Cohen et al., 2009). A poor school
climate can contribute to many negative outcomes such as reduced academic achievement among
students (Sweetland and Hoy 2000); it also impacts relationships among students and feelings of
school belonging (Booker 2004).
In schools where students reported feeling unsupported by school officials, higher levels
of disorder were present (Gottfredson 1989). Schools with negative school climates are also seen
as lacking supporting norms; research suggests that students’ experiences in these schools, are
more likely to include violence, absenteeism, and poor academic achievement (Astor et al.,
2010). Additionally, bullying has been suggested as a significant outcome of having a negative
school climate (Craig and McCaig-Edge 2011). A negative school climate can also prevent
learning (Heck 2000). When a school environment is not perceived as hospitable, it can be
13

harmful to a student’s academic achievement (Watson 2001). Overall, a negative school climate
contributes to negative school experiences and poor school outcomes.
Positive School Climate
Schools deemed as effectively promoting a positive school climate support their students
emotionally and provide students with an appropriate learning environment (Cohen et al., 2009).
Likewise, school safety researchers suggest that a safe school environment is fundamental for
learning (Cornell and Mayer 2010; Craig et al., 2010). Kutsyuruba (2015) argues a positive
school climate is cultivated when values such as respect and care for all are shared by all
members of a school community. Likewise, Hoy and colleagues (2002) argue a hospitable school
climate is indicative of positive interpersonal relationships among school personnel, including
students, teachers, and administrators.
Research suggests that having a positive school climate contributes to various positive
outcomes within schools including reducing racial gaps among academic achievement and
disciplinary actions (Berkowitz et al, 2017; Koth, Bradshaw, and Leaf 2008; Griffith 1999; Lee,
Bryk, and Smith 1993). Having a positive school environment can reduce behavior problems and
increase student success (Mitchell et al 2010), which, in return, can impact the overall quality
and success of a school (Sandy et al. 2007). Positive school climates have also been suggested to
contribute to students’ overall well-being (Aldridge and McChesney 2018), commitment to
school (Garcia 2020), and higher self-esteem (Kuperminc et al., 1997).
It has also been argued that improving school climate may decrease overall violence
within schools (Johnson et al., 2018), and may improve students’ overall school experiences by
lowering their level of emotional distress (Blum and Libbey 2004). Developing a positive school
environment can also decrease negative school outcomes like dropout rates and involvement in
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risky behaviors like drug and alcohol abuse and engaging in unsafe sexual behavior (Thapa et al.,
2013; Catalono et al., 2004). Positive perceptions of school climate have also been found to
impact students’ well-being, motivation to go to school, and academic performance (Dincer
2021; Chui and Chow 2011). Studies indicate that a positive school climate is also associated
with improvement in staff performance and morale (Heck 2000). Therefore, a positive school
climate can impact the learning environment of a school thus improving school outcomes for
students (Kuperminc et al 2001; Maslowski 2001).
Disparities in Perceptions of School Climate
Previous studies have examined many different factors related to students’ perception of
school climate such as age, gender, race, socioeconomic status (Dunbar and Taylor 1982;
Slaughter-Defoe and Carlson 1996; Wang and Dishion 2012; Milner et al. 2019; Smith et al
2020). The following sections will address disparities of school climate in gender, race,
socioeconomic status, sexuality, and ability status.
Disparities Based on Gender
Scholars have suggested gender differences in perceptions of school climate (Brown et
al. 2003; McNeely, Nonemaker, and Blum 2022; Davidson and Lang 1960). Some researchers
suggest this gender gap exists due to the varying experiences of victimization across gender in
schools (Benbenishty and Astor 2005). Research also indicates girls report having higher
perceptions of school climate and positive school experiences while boys are more likely to feel
isolated in schools (Brown et al, 2003; Bradshaw et al. 2010; Trusty and Dooley-Dickey 1993).
Girls also reported having higher levels of academic support and positive teacher/peer
relationships (Wang and Dishion 2012); however, this relationship becomes more complex when
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examining racial differences (Morrison 2016; Flores 2016). When providing peer reports, girls
were perceived as having more teacher support than boys, who were perceived as having more
conflicts with teachers (Kutsyuruba 2015). The perception of boys having more conflicts with
teachers can be further depicted by their higher rates of disciplinary actions such as office
referrals and suspensions (Skiba et al, 2002).
Gender differences also exist in perceptions of teacher- student relationships in school.
Research indicates girls are more likely than boys to perceive their teachers’ feelings towards
them as favorable (Brown et al. 2003). However, when including factors such as race in the
examination of students’ perceptions of school climate, findings regarding girls specifically,
differ immensely. McNeely and colleagues (2022) for example found that, regardless of race,
girls report feeling as if they do not belong or connect with others within their school
community. While other researchers like Monique Morris (2016) and Renita Ray (2022) argue
that the intersection of girls’ race, gender, class, and other factors contribute to the varying
school experiences of girls of color.
The school-to-prison-pipeline literature indicates that boys are overrepresented in
disciplinary actions in schools; however, researchers argue a gender-by-race interaction may
impact this (Skiba et al., 2002). When comparing across gender, Black boys and girls are
continuously the most likely to experience exclusionary discipline actions and arrest (Skiba et
al., 2002; Darensbourg et al., 2010). Research has found that racial biases and narrow
understandings of femininity impact how Black and Latinx girls are treated in schools. Unlike
their white peers, girls of color have often been associated with derogatory characteristics such
as hypersexuality and violence, which influence their school experiences (Garcia 2009). These
negative perceptions of girls of color impact their relationships with school staff, influencing
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academic opportunities, involvement in school, and life outcomes (Flores 2016; McGrew 2008;
Morris 2016; Ray 2022).
Disparities Based on Race
Several studies indicate differences in students’ perceptions of school climate based on
race (Smith et al. 2020; Kupchik,2010; Losen 2011). Black students consistently report having
more negative perceptions of school climate when compared to their white classmates (Huang
and Cornell 2018; Bradshaw et al. 2010). Previous studies have also indicated that Black
students’ experience lower levels of school belonginess (Smith et al. 2020). School belonging,
also commonly referred to as school connectedness or attachment, reflects students’ feelings
regarding social acceptance and support by school personnel and peers within the school
environment (Kalkan and Dagh, 2021). Black students also report feeling less supported by
teachers (Bottiani Bradshaw, and Mendelson 2016). Additionally, students of color consistently
perceive their school as less fair than their white classmates, especially in school environments
that are predominantly white (Kupchik and Ellis 2008).
Almost half of the public-school student population are students of color, yet the teachers
serving these students are predominantly white (Morgan 2021). These teachers may have had
limited experiences in racially diverse environments and therefore may not uphold or value the
same cultural practices as their students (Frankenberg 2006). Research surrounding the schoolto-prison pipeline also indicates Black students’ school experiences are different than from their
white peers, partially due to biases of school personnel. These biases can also influence teachers’
overall perception of students, which may contribute to the racial disparities present in discipline
outcomes (Chin et al. 2020) and a larger presence within the school-to-prison pipeline. Jarvis and
Okonofua (2020), for example, found that teachers were more likely to label Black students as
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troublemakers when engaging in the same behaviors as their white classmates. Students of color
are also more likely to receive punishment for subjective misbehaviors like excessive noise,
while white students are generally punished for more severe and objective rule violations such as
smoking (Skiba et al. 2002).
In addition to being more likely to have negative school experiences, youth of color are
also overrepresented in school suspension and expulsions, a pattern that is also reflected among
juvenile and adult prisons (Meiners 2007; Quinn et al, 2005). Black girls in particular have been
found to consistently have the highest rates of exclusionary discipline like suspensions and
expulsions (Morris 2013). Research suggests disciplinary approaches based on a students’ race
may not only contribute to a disciplinary gap but also to racial disparities regarding test scores
(Gregory Skiba and Noguera 2010), which Annamma (2014) argues may also contribute to
special education enrollment. Furthermore, the presence of minority students in disciplinary
actions is still disproportional regardless of socioeconomic status (Losen 2011), reinforcing the
argument that race is a significant factor when disciplining students (Annamma 2014). Even after
controlling for other factors such as socioeconomic status, academic performance, and school
characteristics, racial disparities among disciplinary actions were still prevalent, indicating a
practice of targeting students of racial minority groups (Kupchick 2010; Payne and Welch 2010).
Children of racial minorities are “on average more than twice as likely to be incarcerated as their
white peers, with overrepresentation greatest for African American youth” (Annamma 2014:59).
Furthermore, racial gaps in youth incarceration are so prominent that, in some states,
overrepresentation of minorities can be seen at every point of the juvenile system from arrest to
sentencing (Leiber 2002).
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Disparities Based on Socioeconomic Status
Researchers argue that poverty impacts children’s educational outcomes (Mallet 2017).
Sirin (2005) determined that the socioeconomic status of a child and their school are strong
indicators for academic performance. Other researchers argue that less affluent students who
attend a school with a positive climate perform better academically (Bryk and Schneider 2002).
Some researchers indicate that a positive school environment can weaken the negative
relationship between SES and academic achievement (Cheema and Kitsantas 2014; Brand et al.,
2003; Schagen and Hutchison 2003). Other researchers argue that the socioeconomic status of a
school can impact school climate. McCoy and colleagues (2013) suggest that schools located in
poor communities can fail to provide a safe and supportive school atmosphere for children.
Additionally, studies suggest less affluent students tend to have less positive perceptions of
school climate when compared to wealthier students. Black girls, for example have been found to
perceive their school climate negatively when compared to wealthy white girls and boys
(Watkins and Abner 2009).
Research on teacher-student relationships indicates that teachers perceive that children
from the lower class were more likely to behave undesirably than children from the upper class
(Milner et al. 2019; Davidson and Lang 1960). School-to-prison pipeline literature suggests that
children from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are overrepresented in school disciplinary
actions and are more likely to experience suspensions and expulsions at disproportional rates
(McNulty-Eitle and Eitle 2004; Skiba et al. 2002). Just as teachers may misunderstand the
behaviors and attitudes of students of color, teachers may also form faulty judgements of their
students who come from lower-class families. Milner and colleagues (2019) research found that
teachers often perceive students experiencing poverty as deficient, rather than in need of support.
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Disparities Based on Sexuality
Children who identify as members of the LGBTQIA+ community are also more likely to
be pushed into the school-to-prison pipeline (Mallet, 2015). These children are also
disproportionately impacted by bullying and school violence, often making school an unsafe
place for queer children (Kosciw 2013). Unfortunately, less research is available on the school
experiences of queer children when compared to other populations within the pipeline (Snapp et
al. 2015). While there has been an increase in research on this population, most of it historically
has focused on experiences of victimization (Kosciw 2013).
Recently, however, researchers have begun to examine LGBTQIA+ students’
experiences within the context of school safety. A 2012 study found that queer students reported
feeling unsafe in their schools (Scherr 2012; Robinson and Espelage 2011). This fear of safety
often led to absenteeism and poor engagement in academic achievement (Clarke and Russell
2009). Students who identify as part of the LGBTQIA+ community often report negative school
experiences such as harassment and discrimination that are directly connected to their queer
identity (Kosciw 2013). These negative school experiences, in some cases, may expand to
physical assault (Botempo and D’Augelli 2002) sexual harassment (Bochenek and Brown 2001),
and social exclusion (Ueno 2005).
Being victimized in schools may impact a student’s educational career. The negative
outcomes connected to victimization are linked to negative school outcomes like absenteeism,
disciplinary problems, and a lack of school participation (Kosciw et al. 2010; Murdock and
Bolch 2005). Furthermore, research indicates that school climate can significantly affect queer
students’ mental, physical, and emotional health (Mitchell and Moodie-Mills 2014). It has also
been found that negative school climates can cause LGBTQIA+ students to have negative school
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and personal outcomes like poor grades, truancy, low self-esteem, and dropping out (Mitchell
and Moodie-Mills 2014) These negative outcomes can increase queer children’s likelihood of
involvement in the juvenile justice system (Mitchell and Moodie-Mills 2014).
Disparities Based on Ability Status
Students’ ability status can be impacted by various forms of disabilities (e.g., physical,
learning, and emotional) (Kutsyuruba et al 2015). Students with disabilities, especially those
with learning disabilities (LD) and emotional disorders (ED), have been found to be at a higher
risk for suspensions and expulsions than students without disabilities (Fabelo et al. 2011; KangBrown et al. 2013; Skiba et al,2012); these students are also more often to be forced into
alternative schools (Meiners 2011). Research indicates that special education placements have
been used to force specific students out of the classroom and are another technique used to push
certain students into the school-to-prison-pipeline (Kim, Losen, and Hewitt 2010). In fact, the
National Evaluation and Technical Assistance Center for the Education of Children and Youth
who are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk found that a third of children in the juvenile court
schools had been diagnosed with a learning disability (Morris 2013). Various studies have
provided evidence that being suspended and or expelled and being placed in special education
are predictors of poor academic outcomes and future incarceration (Duncan 2000; Losen and
Orfield 2002; Skiba et al. 2002).
Research indicates that students of color are overrepresented in special education
programs (Donovan and Cross 2002) and are disproportionately diagnosed for emotional
disorders (Harry and Klinger 2006). Some researchers argue the overrepresentation of students
of color in special education programs is due to referral bias from school staff (Adams and
Meiners 2014). This argument is supported by evidence that students of color are
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overrepresented in diagnosis for special education specifically in the “soft” disability categories
(Harry and Klingner 2006). “Soft” categories are defined as disability categories that are based
on subjective assessment practices that are not consistently applied throughout different school
districts (Harry and Klingner 2005; Parrish 2002). Researchers argue this allows teachers and
other school personnel to interpret certain behaviors such as being disrespectful as justification to
place students, specifically youth of color, in the soft disability group (Meiners 2011).
Students with disabilities are at-risk for poor academic outcomes (Sanders et al., 2018).
When reviewing national achievement test scores and graduation rates, students with disabilities
score lower than their abled peers throughout the United States (Education Commission of the
States 2016). While the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms
has become more common, these students tend to still be isolated from their other peers, which
could possibly contribute to them feeling less supported in schools (Carter et al., 2005).
Additionally, students with disabilities such as emotional (ED) and behavioral (BD) disorders
have been found to be victimized in school more than children who do not have these disabilities
(Cummings et al. 2006; Skiba et al. 2012). Students with learning exceptionalities, in particular,
have been found to be at a greater risk to experience bullying and have fewer friends (Mishna
2003).
While research has been conducted on students with disabilities and school environment,
researchers have not determined how disabled students’ perceptions of school climate may or
may not differ from their peers (Sanders et al. 2018). Students placed in special education have a
different experience than students in general education. Special education classes are generally
small, which could impact teacher-student relationships and benefit learning environment as
research suggests that class size can impact student learning (Shin and Raudenbush 2011).
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Furthermore, research suggests that teacher-student interactions can differ based on students’
ability status which can impact school experiences, and perceptions of school climate.
Teacher-Student Relationships and Perceptions of School Climate
Teachers and other school personnel impact students’ perceptions of school and their
school experiences. In fact, perceptions of school climate are heavily influenced by teacherstudent interactions (Kalkan and Dagh 2021). Some research has indicated that teachers can
influence their student character development and perception of self (Kalkan and Dagh 2021).
Having negative relationships with school personnel such as teachers can cause students to feel
as if they do not belong and therefore have trouble fulfilling their school responsibilities (Kalkan
and Dagh 2021).
When a school climate is perceived as healthy, teachers are more likely to like their
coworkers and job, ultimately improving their relationships with students and academic
achievement among students (Kutsyuruba et al 2015). Furthermore, students who indicate having
higher levels of school belonging also have healthier relationships with their teachers; this
contributes to students valuing education more, higher attendance, and an increase in class
participation (Cemalciler 2020). Additionally, schools deemed as healthy with a positive school
climate are also more likely to have a good relationship with the communities surrounding the
school building which also benefits students’ overall school experiences (Hoy and Tarter, 1997).
Teachers and other school staff interactions with students can also contribute to negative
school experiences. Research suggests that teachers own race and gender biases contribute to
punishment practices that result in the overrepresentation of marginalized students in disciplinary
actions and involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline (Kutsyuruba 2015). These biases may
lead teachers to misunderstand a student’s behavior or attitude due to cultural differences, which
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may contribute to students of color having negative school experiences (Morgan 2021). Flores
(2016) describes the experiences of Latina girls who experience harassment and isolation as they
transitioned back into public schools after returning from a juvenile detention center. Many of
the participants in Flores’ study shared that those negative interactions with school staff caused
them to feel unsupported, unsafe, and, in some cases, led them to drop out of school (Flores
2016).
Teachers’ expectations of students can contribute to their school outcomes. Studies
indicate that students’ identifying with school values, is impacted by teachers having negative
student expectations (Finn & Cox 1992) and teachers providing limited support to students
(Darling-Hammond 2000). Shocet and Smith (2012), for example, found that students doubt
their abilities when teachers display low expectations for them, which can contribute to this sort
of self-fulling prophecy that leads youth to become disengaged in the classroom. Steele (1992)
argues a relationship exists between Black students disidentification and teacher-student
relationships. He also suggests that the academic success of Black students can be nurtured
through support (Talbert-Johnson 2004).
Additionally, the number of students in a classroom can impact students’ relationship
with teachers and their perception of school climate. Schools that have a higher student-teacher
ratio, for example, have been found to have more teachers with negative attitudes, more
suspensions of students, and lower academic expectations and performances of students
(Jimerson et al 2012). However, Ma and Klinger’s (2000) research suggest that there is not a
consistent effect of overall school size on school climate.
Having a positive teacher-student relationship can impact students’ cooperation and class
participation (Hughes, Cavell, and Jackson 1999) and contributes to students making positive
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life-course decisions and creating positive perceptions of self-control and self-efficacy (Loukas
2007). While having a positive relationship with their teachers is important for all students, this
relationship may be more impactful for marginalized students. A study on Black and Latina
girls’ perceptions of school climate for example, indicated that feeling supported by teachers had
a positive association with their opinion of the school environment (Slaughter-Defoe and Carlson
1996). Additionally, teacher-student relationships can impact peer relationships. Howes and
colleagues (1994) suggest that having positive teacher-student relationships can improve
students’ relationships with peers. Improving peer relationships among students could address
aspects of a negative school climate such as high rates of bullying and low levels of school
connectedness.
A positive teacher student relationship can be beneficial for LGTBQIA+ students
specifically. A 2010 study revealed an association between the presence of supportive adults in
school and queer students feeling safe at school (Kosciw et al., 2010). Additionally, having a
Gay Straight Alliance (GSA) in a school has been found to be associated with lower bullying
victimization rates (Szalacha 2003) and an increase in school attachment (Kosciw et al., 2010).
Membership in GSA has also been found to be connected to better academic achievement
(Walls, Kane, and Wineski 2010). Additionally, the implementation of polices such as
antibullying and antiharassment mandates have been found to be associated with lower levels of
victimization for queer students (Szalacha 2003). The inclusion of LGBTQIA+ related topics
within school curriculum is also connected with higher feelings of school safety and lower levels
of victimization for queer students (Russell et al. 2006). This type of inclusion has been found to
be associated with higher reports of peer acceptance in school (Kosciw et al. 2010).
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Theoretical Framework: Intersectionality
This study assumes an Intersectionality framework (Crenshaw 1989) to examine how
students intersecting identities within sex, age, race, class, ability status, sexuality, and being
suspended or expelled influence their perceptions of school climate. The fundamental concept of
intersectionality posits that an individual’s experiences are not formed by one sole
identity. While some studies have examined gender and racial differences in perceptions of
school climate, these studies did not assume an intersectional framework, which Smith and
colleagues (2020) suggest hinders researchers understanding of students’ school experiences. By
implementing an intersectional theoretical perspective in this study, I recognize how school-toprison pipeline demographic variables such as gender, race, socioeconomic status, sexuality and
ability inform students’ school experiences enhancing my understanding of perceptions of school
climate.
The concept of understanding intersecting identities, specifically Black women’s
experiences, was already present in literature across disciplines written by Black women like
Audre Lorde (1984) before, Kimberlé Crenshaw coined the term intersectionality in 1989. This
theory was influenced by the legal theory, Critical Race Theory, which examines the relationship
and dynamics of race, racism, and power in the eyes of law (Cuba 2021). Early in her career,
Crenshaw noticed a gap within the legal discipline that ignored how race and gender
discrimination simultaneously impact Black women’s experiences. Similarly, early feminist and
anti-racist movements both ignored Black women’s intersecting identities of race and gender
influence their experiences of discrimination.
Kimberlé Crenshaw’s (1989) theory of Intersectionality addresses the issue of identity
politics. She argues that identity categories, such as race and gender, have been historically
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manipulated as components of biases and discrimination, “in which social power works to
exclude or marginalize those who are different” (Crenshaw 1991: 3). She suggests that while
institutions recognize Black women as members in groups, they are not often represented
adequately. She argues that Intersectionality is “a way of thinking about identity and its
relationship to power” (Crenshaw 2015:1). Yet, while this theory originated to bring awareness
of Black women’s unique experiences, Crenshaw states that “intersectional erasures are not
exclusive to Black women” (Crenshaw 2015:1). Crenshaw, like many other Black feminist
scholars, argues that feminist theories have incorrectly and inadequately addressed the issue of
identity politics, and therefore developed the framework of Intersectionality to provide an
improved method to fully address the politics of identity categories. While this theory was
originally introduced in legal circles in efforts to address discrimination and inequalities within
the legal systems, this theoretical framework has been applied in other disciplines like education
as well (Galdsen 2017). Furthermore, Crenshaw argues that intersectionality is about more than
“identity politics,” she suggests this theoretical framework highlights the way institutions like
education weaponize identity to reinforce privilege.
It is important to remember that identity groups are not monolithic, and people can
belong to many different groups, some or all of which may be marginalized groups. This theory
emphasizes that “gender, race, ethnicity, ability, sexual orientation, and social status also do not
exist in a vacuum—they interact” (Kutsyuruba et al 2015 :115). The intersectionality framework
understands that people live unique and complex lives that are informed by their intersecting
identities. This theoretical framework is beneficial to this study because it highlights how
different identities such as gender, race, class, sexuality, and ability can impact both a child’s
school experiences and furthermore their perception of school climate.
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Intersectionality can be seen throughout the literature surrounding children’s school
experiences. Black boys, for example, are continuously the most likely to experience
exclusionary disciplinary actions and arrest (Darensbourg, Perez, and Blake 2010). The number
of girls involved in the Criminal and Juvenile Justice System have also consistently increased
over the last few years (Morris 2016). Girls of color (especially Black and Hispanic girls) are
overrepresented in this rate. Additionally, when discussing youth, punishment, and
criminalization in schools, the experiences of girls of color are often overlooked (Lopez and
Chesney-Lind 2014; Morris 2016). Additionally, many of the girls found within the system also
identify as queer (Morris 2016), suggesting that an intersectional approach should be taken when
addressing the needs and examining the experiences of these girls.
Furthermore, research suggests that LGBTQIA+ students who are also a part of racial
minority groups are at greater risk for victimization and (for this reason) are less engaged in
school, which eventually can lead to poor academic outcomes (Scherr 2012). Both bisexual boys
and transgender children have been found to have lower grade point averages when compared to
other queer students (Scherr 2012; Greytak, Moscow, and Diaz 2009). Similarly, students of
color who also identify as queer have been found to experience bullying and usually have trouble
forming life plans after high school (Kutsyurba 2015). These students also report to have fewer
academic goals when compared to their white gay peers (Hunt and Jensen 2007). In addition,
during the 2009-2010, school year one quarter of Black students with disabilities were suspended
at least once (Losen and Gillespie 2012).
Assuming an intersectional framework allows me to adequately examine students’
perceptions of school climate. In the previous sections I discussed how the intersection of
identities work together to inform students’ school experiences and perceptions of school staff
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and their school community. While some studies have implemented Critical Race Theory to
understand differences in perceptions of school climate, very few studies assumed an
intersectional theoretical position. For this reason, this study contributes to the school climate
literature by highlighting how students’ different identities impact their perceptions of school
climate.
Expanding the Literature
School climate is still a relatively new area of research in social sciences. In fact, the
1970s sparked the first studies that examined how school climate impacts student outcomes
(Brookover et al 1978). However, since then the way social researchers understand school safety
has evolved. Previously, school safety was defined as the presence and or absence of weapons in
a school setting (Skiba et al 2006). The expanded definition of school safety now includes how
students perceive school connectedness and their own safety as significant variables for how
researchers understand safety in schools (Gottfredson 2001; Whitlock 2006).
The most popularly studied research topics surrounding school safety include bullying
and violence; while these aspects are important aspects of school safety, school climate is
equally important. This study aims to fill gaps within the literature on school climate. Most of
the literature around youth perceptions of school climate focuses on student’s opinions of
security in schools (Johnson et al. 2018) or teachers as authority figures (Dunbar and Beverly
1982). This study will focus on student’s perception of school climate, particularly their opinion
of support, attachment, and school connectedness. The literature on school climate tends to focus
on the perceptions of school personnel like teachers and administrators, rather than students
(Kurt and Calik 2010). Furthermore, there is minimal research available on the intersections of
race and special education status in perceptions of school climate (Kim, Losen, and Hewitt
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2010), both variables are included in this study. This study intends to contribute to the literature
by focusing on the perceptions of students.
While there is school climate literature available on racial differences most of this
research focuses solely on Black and white differences. When examining Black students’
perception of school climate and school support, Smith and colleagues (2020), found that
differences persist among Black girls and boys and therefore encouraged future studies to
incorporate an intersectional framework. In this study, I expand beyond these racial differences
by including Latinx students in my analysis. The implementation of Crenshaw’s (1991) theory of
intersectionality allows this study to highlight how intersecting identities beyond race and gender
influence student’s school experiences and perception of school climate. Crenshaw (1991)
argues that individuals’ intersecting identities create unique experiences within social systems
and institutions, like education. For this reason, I include sex, race, class, age, sexuality, and
ability status, in my analysis of students’ perceptions of school climate. Lastly, very little
research has examined students’ perceptions of school climate across subscales (LaSalle 2021),
different demographic groups (LaSalle 2021), or geographical locations (Pedro 2016). In this
study I use a national survey to examine students’ perceptions of school climate across four
subscales, thus contributing to these gaps in the literature.
Statement of Purpose
In this study I apply an intersectional theoretical framework to examine middle and high
school students’ perceptions of school climate using a national school-to-prison pipeline survey.
While various studies have examined and compared perceptions of school climate across
demographic variables such as gender and race, no study to date has applied an intersectional
theoretical framework to examine predictors of school climate across multiple demographic
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variables. Findings from this study demonstrate the importance and necessity for more
intersectional research in the school climate and school-to-prison pipeline literature.
Implementing the theory of Intersectionality (Crenshaw 1989) in this study, provides a deeper
understanding of how student’s various identities collectively impact their school experiences
and perceptions of school climate. Additionally, using this theoretical framework in this study,
allows me to highlight the experiences of students who are usually left out the conversation
regarding school-to-prison pipeline involvement and school climate such as girls of color, queer
students, and students with exceptionalities. In the remaining chapters of this thesis, I
demonstrate how the intersection of sex, race, socioeconomic status, grade, and ability create an
array of school experiences and perceptions of school climate. Using an intersectional
framework to understand students’ perceptions of school climate provides researchers and school
administrators alike with insight on how to improve school experiences and school outcomes for
all students.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study is to examine middle and high school students’ perceptions of
school climate using an intersectional theoretical framework. Two research questions were
developed to examine students’ perception of school climate:
1. What are the predictors of attachment to school personnel?
2. What are the predictors of perceptions of school support?
The data for this study consist of quantitative information regarding students’ school experiences
during the 2020-2021 school year. In the following sections of this chapter, I discuss the
quantitative data used for this study, and the independent and dependent variables used in the
data analysis.
Examining National School-to-Prison-Pipeline Survey
This study analyzes secondary quantitative data collected from a national 2021 online
survey. In the spring of 2021, Dr. David May received approval from the Mississippi State
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) to conduct a national survey among middle and
high school students. This online survey was designed through Qualtrics and was later
transferred to the Marketing Systems Group (MSG) for distribution. MSG contacted parents
from one of their panels who had children in the 5th through the 12th grades and provided them
with a consent form describing the purpose of the study and asking for consent for their student
to participate. While there is no way to be certain on the response rate, it is estimated that the
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survey received roughly a 5.3% response rate (1,320 respondents out of 25,000 possible
respondents).
The survey is an electronic questionnaire adapted from a previous school climate project
by Dr. David May. The survey was modified to include specific questions that pertain to the
school-to-prison pipeline. Students were asked to respond to questions concerning their
demographic characteristics as well as their experiences with education, school discipline, and
their relationships with parents, teachers, and other students.
Black and Latinx parents were oversampled in efforts to insure a large enough sample of
Black and Latinx respondents to make valid comparisons during the analysis. For each parent
that provided consent, a link was sent to their child through MSG. The survey began with two
questions: “In what state do you reside?” and “In the 2020-2021 school year, on average, did you
attend school IN-PERSON at least two days per week?” Respondents that stated they were from
Hawaii, New Mexico, Washington, Oregon, California, and Maryland were given a prompt
thanking them for their time. Participants that lived in these states were then excluded from the
data collection because the Burbia Index indicated that those states had less than 25% in person
attendance during 2020-21 school year. Additionally, students who responded “no” to the school
attendance question were also given the same prompt and excluded from the data collection.
The survey was available for three weeks in June 2021; 1,320 responses were obtained
from students during that time. Fifteen questions were included in the survey to check for
validity. One filter question asked students if they were “being entirely truthful on the survey,”
while other questions required students to “mark 2” or “mark strongly agree.” Those students
who responded incorrectly to one or more filter questions, were then removed from the sample.
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Doing this dropped the sample size from 1,320 to 825 students. Participants that identified as
Asian and Native American were also removed from the sample for this study because there
were not enough participants that identified as a part of these minority groups to perform racial
comparisons. The final sample size for this study is 812 students.
Dependent Variables
In this study I examine middle and high school students’ perceptions of school climate.
The dependent variables for this study include four school climate subscales created from the
national school-to-prison pipeline survey previously described. These school climate scales are:
perceptions of effective school staff, perceptions of attachment to school staff, perceptions of
school environment, and perceptions of school belonging. These dependent variables are
described in detail in the following sections.
Perceptions of Attachment to School Staff
The first dependent variable captured the students’ perceptions of how attached students
were to the staff at the school where they attended. This scale consisted of responses to seven
statements. Students were asked to indicate if they agreed or disagreed with seven statements: (1)
I like the teachers; (2) I like the principal; (3) I like the school; (4) I like the counselors; (5) I like
the librarian; (6) Teachers at my school care about students; (7) What my teachers think about
me is important. Responses were scored on a six item Likert-style scale ranging from strongly
disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). Exploratory principal axis factor analysis using direct oblimin
rotation was used to determine what items should be included in the scale; all items loaded at
.769 or above on the attachment to school staff factor. I then computed a scale (called the
Perceptions of Attachment to School Staff) by summing responses to the seven items described
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above. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .900, indicating the scale demonstrated strong
reliability.
Perceptions of School Environment
The second dependent variable captured the students’ perceptions of the school
environment at the school where they attended. This scale consisted of responses to three
statements. Students were asked to indicate if they agreed or disagreed with three statements: (1)
I like the classes; (2) I like the schoolwork; (3) I feel like I belong at my school. Responses were
scored on a six-item Likert-style scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).
Exploratory principle axis factor analysis using direct oblimin rotation was used to determine
what items should be included in the scale; all items loaded at .853 or above on the school
environment factor. I then computed a scale (called the Perceptions of School Environment
scale) by summing responses to the three items described above. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale
was .858, indicating the scale demonstrated strong reliability.
Perceptions of School Belonging
The third dependent variable captured the students’ perceptions of school belonging. This
scale consisted of responses to three statements. Students were asked to indicate if they agreed or
disagreed with three statements: (1) I often feel awkward and out of place; (2) I often get the
feeling I am not a part of things at school; (3) When I am at school, but not in class, I spend the
majority of the time by myself. Responses were scored on a six-item Likert-style scale ranging
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). Responses were reversed coded so that
responses ranged from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (6). Exploratory principal axis
factor analysis using direct oblimin rotation was used to determine what items should be include
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in the scale; all items loaded at .875 or above on the school belonging factor. I then computed a
scale (called the Perceptions of School Belonging scale) by summing responses to the tree items
described above. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .879, indicating the scale demonstrated
strong reliability.
Perceptions of Effective School Staff
The fourth and final dependent variable captured students’ perceptions of how effective
teachers and staff were at the school where they attended. This scale consisted of responses to six
statements. Students were asked to indicate how often teachers have done the following: (1)
Talked to you like you were stupid; (2) Embarrassed you in class; (3) Picked on you; (4) Ignored
you; (5) Made fun of you because you didn’t know the right answer; and (6) Lost their temper.
Responses were scored on a five-item Likert-style scale ranging from never (1) to always (5).
Responses were reversed coded for the data analysis so that responses ranged from always (1) to
never (5). Exploratory principal axis factor analysis using direct oblimin rotation was used to
determine what items should be included in the scale; all items loaded at .742 or above on the
effective school staff factor. I then computed a scale (called the Perceptions of Effective School
Staff scale) by summing responses to the six items described above. Cronbach’s alpha for the
scale was .899 indicating the scale demonstrated strong reliability.
Independent Variables
Eight independent variables are used in this study to examine students’ perception of
school climate across intersecting identities. These variables include sex, sexuality, race,
socioeconomic status, ability status, grade, and number of suspensions and expulsions. In the
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following sections of this chapter, I explain how these variables were operationalized and
prepared for data analysis.
Sex
Sex was measured by participants indicating whether they identify as male or female. The
variable was recoded so that respondents that identified as male were coded as 1 and those that
identified as female were coded as 2. Participants who stated they did not want to indicate their
gender were recoded as missing data.
Sexuality
Sexuality was measured by participants indicating how they describe their sexual
orientation: only heterosexual/straight, mostly heterosexual/straight, bisexual, mostly
homosexual/gay, only homosexual/gay, or other. This variable was coded into a dichotomous
variable for analysis; participants that identified as only heterosexual/straight were coded as 1, all
other participants were coded as 0. Participants that indicated they did not want to answer this
item were coded as missing data.
Race
Race was measured by participants indicating how they describe their racial makeup. Two
dummy variables (race_Black and race_Hispanic) were created for this variable so that racial
comparisons could occur during the data analysis. Since the other racial categories in the sample
were so small, students who identified as American Indian and Asian were excluded from the
data sample for this study. Participants that indicated they did not want to state their race were
coded as missing data.
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Socioeconomic Status
This variable is measured by participants indicating whether they are eligible for free or
reduced lunch. Participants that indicated they were eligible for free or reduced lunch were coded
as 1. Participants that indicated they were not eligible for free or reduced lunch or were unsure
were coded as 0. Participants that indicated they did not want to answer this item were coded as
missing data.
Ability Status
Two variables are used to measure participants’ ability status. These include special
education enrollment and diagnosis by a mental health professional. For special education, those
participants that stated they were enrolled in special education services were coded as 1.
Participants that indicated that they were not enrolled in special education services or were
unsure were both coded as 0. Participants who indicated they did not want to answer this item
were coded as missing data. Similar to the special education variable, the mental health diagnosis
variable was recoded so that students who indicated they had been diagnosed by a mental health
professional were coded as 1 and participants that not been or were unsure if they had been
diagnosed were both coded as 0. Participants that indicated they did not want to answer this item
were coded as missing data.
Grade
The students’ grade was measured by participants stating what grade they were in during
the 2020-2021 school year. Current grade was chosen rather than the year participants were born
to account for students who may have repeated a grade. Participants that chose not to indicate
their grade were coded as missing data.
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Suspension
The suspension variable was recoded so that students who indicated that had been
suspended at least once were coded as 1. Participants that indicated they had not been suspended
were coded as 0. Students that did not want to indicate whether they had been suspended were
coded as missing data.
Expulsion
This variable was recoded so that students who indicated that they had been expelled were
coded as 1. Participants that indicated they had not been expelled were coded as 0. Students that
did not want to indicate if they had been expelled were coded as missing data.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
To determine students’ perceptions of attachment to school staff, school environment,
school belonging/connectedness, and effective school staff across various social identities,
multiple linear regressions were performed. For a deeper understanding of the data collected, the
data sample was then split by gender, sexuality, ability status, and race so that students’
perceptions of school climate could be further examined and compared across identities. After
splitting the data file, linear regressions for each school climate subscale were performed again.
Sample demographics and results from the regressions are described in detail in the following
sections.
Descriptive Statistics
Table 1 provides a description of the 812 students in the data sample.
Students were predominantly male (60%) and white (65%). The median and mode grade for the
sample was 9th grade. Slightly over half of the sample (58%) indicated that they were eligible for
free or reduced lunch. A little over a third of respondents (39%) indicated that they were enrolled
in special education services, yet less than one fourth of the sample (14.2%) had been diagnosed
by a mental health professional. Approximately 11% of students from the sample stated that they
had been suspended at least once, and approximately 6% of respondents in the sample stated they
had been expelled.
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Multivariate Regression Results
Tables 2 through 5 provide results for regressing student’s perceptions of attachment to
school staff, perceptions of school environment, perceptions of school belonging/connectedness,
and perceptions of effective school staff on demographic variables predicting involvement in the
school to prison pipeline and control variables.
Results of the regressing perceptions of attachment to school staff on demographic
variables predicting involvement in the school to prison pipeline and control variables are
included in Table 2. The results presented in Table 2 suggest that being placed in special
education classes and having been suspended at least once had a statistically significant impact
on the respondent’s score on the attachment to school staff scale. Respondents that indicated they
have been suspended out of school at least once were significantly less likely to have a positive
perception of attachment to school staff (B=-3.446; p<.001) than their peers who had not been
suspended. Respondents that indicated that they were enrolled in special education services were
significantly more likely to have a positive perception of attachment to school staff (B= 2.268;
p<.001) than their peers who indicated that they were not enrolled in special education services.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on the
perception of attachment to school staff. The variables included in the model explained 8.4% of
the variation in perceptions of attachment to school staff.
The results of regressing the perception of school environment scale on demographic
variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline and control variables are
included in Table 3. The results presented in Table 3 suggest that students who were diagnosed
by a mental health profession, had been suspended out of school at least once, and who were
placed in special education services had significantly higher scores on the perceptions of school
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environment scale than their counterparts. Respondents that indicated they had been diagnosed
by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
school environment (B= -.807; p<.05) than students that had not been diagnosed by a mental
health professional. Students that indicated that they had been suspended out of school at least
once were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school environment (B=2.323; p<.001) than participants that indicated that they had not been suspended. Respondents
that indicated that they were enrolled in special education services were more likely to have a
positive perception of school environment (B= 1.147; p<.001) than students who were not
enrolled in special education services. None of the other variables included in the model had a
statistically significant effect on the perception of school environment. The variables included in
the model explained 8.9% of the variation in the perception of school environment.
The results of regressing the perceptions of school belonging scale on demographic
variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline and control variables are
included in Table 4. The results presented in Table 4 suggest that being diagnosed by a mental
health professional, being suspended out of school at least once, and being expelled had a
statistically significant impact on students’ score on the school belonging scale. Respondents that
indicated that they had been diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less
likely to have a positive perception of school belonging (B=-1.800; p<.001) than students who
were not diagnosed by a mental health professional. Students that indicated they had been
suspended at least once by a mental health profession were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of school belonging (B=-1.509; p<.001) than students who had not been
suspended. Additionally, students that indicated that they had been expelled were significantly
less likely to have a more positive perception of school belonging (B=-2.746; p<.001) than
42

respondents that had not been expelled. None of the other variables included in the model had a
statistically significant effect on perceptions of school belonging. The variables included in the
model explained 14% of the variation in perceptions of school belonging.
The results of regressing student’s perception of effective school staff on demographic
variables predicting involvement in the school to prison pipeline and control variables are
included in Table 5. The results presented in Table 5 suggest that respondents being diagnosed
by a mental health professional, having been suspended at least once, and having been expelled
had a significant impact on students’ score on the effective staff scale. Respondents that
indicated they had been diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely
to have a positive perception of effective staff (B = -2.405; p<.001) than their peers who had not
been diagnosed by a mental health professional. Students that indicated they had been suspended
at least once were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective staff (B=2.644; p<.001) than their peers who stated they had not been suspended. Students who had been
expelled were also significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective staff (B= 4.199; p<.001) than respondents that had not been expelled. Students who indicated that there
were enrolled in special education services were significantly less likely to have a positive
perception of effective staff (B= -.993; p<.01) than respondents that were not enrolled in special
education services. None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically
significant effect on the perception of effective staff. The variables included in the model
explained 20.4% of the variation in students’ perception of effective staff.
Sex and Perceptions of School Climate
Tables 6 through 9 provide results for regressing students’ perceptions of attachment to
school staff, perceptions of school environment, perceptions of school belonging/school
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connectedness, and perceptions of effective school staff on demographic variables predicting in
the school to prison pipeline and control variables.
The results of regressing the perception of attachment to school staff scale for both males
and females (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison
pipeline and control variables are included in Table 6. The results presented in Table 6 suggest
that there are both differences and similarities in perceptions of attachment to school staff across
sex. Black male students were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
attachment to staff than their white counterparts (B= -.1.24; p<.05); however, Black female
students were significantly more likely to have a positive perception of attachment to staff
(B=1.55; p<.05) than whites. Although Latinx male students were not significantly different in
their perceptions of staff than white males, female Latinx students were significantly more likely
to have a positive perception of attachment to staff than white females (B=2.73; p<.01).
Additionally, female students (but not male students) in higher grades were significantly less
likely to have a positive perception of attachment to staff (B= -.29; p<.05) than those in lower
grades.
The significant impact of both out of school suspension and special education placement on
perceptions of attachment to staff identified in the full model in Table 6 did not differ by sex.
Both male (B=-3.28; p<.001) and female (B=-3.71; p< .01) students that had been suspended out
of school were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of attachment to staff while
both male(B=2.16; p<.001) and female (B=2.27; p<.001) students that were enrolled in special
education were significantly more likely to have a positive perception of attachment to school
staff.
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None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on the
males and females perception of attachment to staff. The variables included in the model
explained 10.3% of the variation for males, and 11.1% of the variation for females in perceptions
of attachment to staff.
The results of regressing the perception of school environment scale for both males and
females (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline
and control variables are included in Table 7. The results presented in Table 7 suggest that there
are both differences and similarities in perceptions of school environment across gender. Black
male students were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school environment
than their white counterparts (B= -.82; p<.05); however, Black female students were not
significantly different in their perceptions of school environment than their white peers.
Although Latinx male students were not significantly different in their perceptions of school
environment than white males, female Latinx students were significantly more likely to have a
positive perception of school environment than white females (B=1.39; p<.05). Additionally,
male students (but not female students) that had been diagnosed by a mental health professional
were significantly less likely to have a positive perceptions of school environment (B= -.90;
p<.05) than those who had not been diagnosed by a mental health professional.
The significant impact of both out of school suspension and special education placement on
perceptions of school environment identified in the full model in Table 7 did not differ by sex.
Both male (B=-2.138; p<.001) and female (B=-2.651; p<.001) students that had been suspended
out of school were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school environment
while both male (B= 1.098; p< .001) and female (B=1.164; p<.01) students that were enrolled in
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special education were significantly more likely to have a positive perception of school
environment.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
males and females perception of school environment. The variables included in the model
explained 10.5% of the variation for both males and females in perceptions of school
environment.
The results of regressing the perception of school belonging scale for both males and
females (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-toprison pipeline and control variables are included in Table 8. The results presented in Table 8
suggest that there are both differences and similarities in perceptions of school environment
across gender. Latinx male students were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
school belonging than their white counterparts (B= -1.23; p<.05); however, Latinx female
students were not significantly different in their perceptions of school belonging than their white
peers. Male students (but not female students) that had previously been expelled were found to
be significantly less likely to have positive perceptions of school belonging (B= -.3.25; p<.001)
than students that had not been expelled. Additionally, male students (but not female students)
that identified as LGBTQIA+ were found to have significantly more positive perceptions of
school belonging (B=1.77; p<.01) than heterosexual students.
The significant impact of both out of school suspension and mental health diagnosis on
perceptions of school belonging identified in the full model in Table 8 did not differ by sex. Both
male (B=-1.40; p<.05) and female (B=-1.77; p<.05) students that had been suspended out of
school were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school belonging while both
male (B= -1.36; p< .01) and female (B=-2.74; p<.001) students that had been diagnosed by a
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mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school
belonging.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on the
boys’ and girls’ perception of attachment to staff. The variables included in the model explained
19.2% of the variation for males, and 22.6% of the variation for females in perceptions of school
belonging.
The results of regressing the perception of effective school staff scale for both males and
females (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline
and control variable are included in Table 9. The results presented in Table 9 suggest that there
are both differences and similarities in perceptions of school environment across sex. Latinx
male students were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff
than their white counterparts (B= -1.29; p<.05); however, Latinx female students were not
significantly different in their perceptions of school belonging than their white peers. Likewise,
Black female students were significantly more likely to have a positive perception of effective
school staff than their white counterparts (B=1.31; p.05); however, Black male students were not
significantly different in their perceptions of effective school staff than their white peers. Female
students (but not male students) that are enrolled in special education services were found to be
significantly less likely to have positive perceptions of effective school staff (B= -.1.24; p<.05)
than students that were not enrolled in special education services.
The significant impact of out of school suspension, expulsion, and mental health diagnosis
on perceptions of school belonging identified in the full model in Table 8 did not differ by
gender. Both male (B=-2.41; p<.001) and female (B=-3.17; p<.01) students that had been
suspended out of school were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective
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school staff. Similarly, both male (B=-4.34; p<.001) and female (B=-3.93; p<.01) students that
had been expelled from school were also significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
effective school staff. Both male (B= -2.20; p< .001) and female (B=-3.09; p<.001) students that
had been diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of effective school staff.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on the
males and females perception of effective school staff. The variables included in the model
explained 19.2% of the variation for males, and 22.6% of the variation for females in perceptions
of school belonging.
Special Education Placement and Perceptions of School Climate
Tables 10 through 13 provide results for regressing students’ perceptions of attachment to
school staff, perceptions of school environment, perceptions of school belonging/school
connectedness, and perceptions of effective school staff on demographic variables predicting
involvement in the school to prison pipeline and control variables for students in special
education and students not in special education.
The results of regressing the perception of attachment to school staff scale for both males
and females (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison
pipeline and control variables are included in Table 10. The results presented in Table 10 suggest
that there are differences in perceptions of attachment to school staff across special education
placement. Students placed in special education programs who were also diagnosed by a mental
health professional were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of attachment to
school staff than their peers who had no diagnosis (B= -1.43; p<.05). However, for students not
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placed in special education there was no significant difference in perceptions of attachment to
school staff when comparing perceptions based on diagnosis by a mental health professional.
Additionally, students that had been suspended out of school that were not enrolled in
special education services were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
attachment to school staff than their peers who had not been suspended (B=-4.37; p<.001). For
students placed in special education services there was no significant difference in perceptions of
attachment to school staff based on being suspended out of school. Students in higher grades
who were not enrolled in special education services were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of attachment to school staff than their younger peers (B=-.31, p<.05). For
students placed in special education services, there was no significant difference in perceptions
of attachment to school staff based on grade.
The significant impact of being eligible for free or reduced lunch, on perceptions of
attachment to school staff identified in the full model in Table 10 differed significantly by
special education placement. Students placed in special education (B=1.77; p<.01) who received
free or reduced lunch were significantly more likely to have positive perceptions of attachment to
school staff, while students not placed in special education that received free or reduced lunch
(B=-1.22; p<.05) were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of attachment to
school staff.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
special education placement and perceptions of attachment to staff. The variables included in the
model explained 6.9% of the variation for special education students, and 9.5% of the variation
for students not in special education in perceptions of attachment to school staff.
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The results of regressing the perception of school environment scale for both students
placed and not placed in special education (in separate models) on variables predicting
involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline and control variable are included in Table 11. The
results presented in Table 11 suggest that there are differences in perceptions of school
environment across special education placement. Students placed in special education programs
who were also diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of attachment to school staff than their peers who had no diagnosis (B= 1.09; p<.01). However, for students not placed in special education, there was no significant
difference in their perceptions of attachment to school staff when comparing perceptions based
on mental health diagnosis. Students placed in special education that were eligible for free or
reduced lunch were significantly more likely to have a positive perception of school environment
(B=1.06; p<.01); however, for students not placed in special education eligibility for free or
reduced lunch had no significant impact in their perceptions of school environment.
Students in higher grades not placed in special education services were significantly less
likely to have a positive perception of school environment when compared to their younger peers
(B= .15, p<.05). However, for students placed in special education, there was no significant
difference in perceptions of school environment and grade.
The significant impact of being suspended, on perceptions of school environment
identified in the full model in Table 11 did not differ by special education placement. Students
placed in special education (B=-1.97; p<.01) and students not placed in special education (B=2.62; p<.001) who had been suspended had significantly less positive perceptions of attachment
to school staff.
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None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
special education placement and perceptions of school environment. The variables included in
the model explained 10.2% of the variation for special education students, and 8.3% of the
variation for students not in special education in perceptions of attachment to school staff.
The results of regressing the perception of school belonging scale for both students
placed and not placed in special education (in separate models) on variables predicting
involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline and control variables are included in Table 12. The
results presented in Table 12 suggest that there are differences in perceptions of school belonging
across special education placement. Students placed in special education programs who were
also suspended out of school were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school
belonging than their peers who had not been suspended (B= -1.99; p<.05); however, for students
not placed in special education suspension had no impact on perceptions of school belonging.
Students not placed in special education that were eligible for free or reduced lunch were
significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school belonging (B=-.79; p<.05);
however, for students placed in special education, eligibility for free or reduced lunch had no
significant impact on perceptions of school belonging.
The significant impact of being expelled and diagnosed by a mental health professional
on perceptions of school belonging identified in the full model in Table 12 did not differ by
special education placement. Both students placed in special education (B=-3.02; p<.01) and
students not placed in special education (B=-2.25; p<.05) that were expelled had significantly
less positive perceptions of school belonging. Similarly, both students placed in special
education and students not placed in special education (B=-1.88, p<.001) that were also
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diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a positive
perception of school belonging (B= -1.49; p<.05).
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
special education placement and perceptions of school belonging. The variables included in the
model explained 19.9% of the variation for special education students, and 7.7% of the variation
for students not in special education in perceptions of school belonging.
The results of regressing the perception of effective school staff scale on variables
predicting involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline and control variables for students placed
and not placed in special education (in separate models) are included in Table 13. The results
presented in Table 13 suggest that there are differences in perceptions of effective school staff
across special education placement. Students placed in special education programs who were
also diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a positive
perception of effective school staff than their peers who had no diagnosis (B= -3.46; p<.001);
however, for students not placed in special education diagnosis by a mental health professional
had no significant impact on perceptions of effective school staff. Students not placed in special
education that were eligible for free or reduced lunch were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of school environment (B=-1.17; p<.01); however, for students placed in
special education that were eligible for free or reduced lunch there was no significant difference
in their perceptions of effective school staff when compared to their peers who did not receive
free or reduced lunch.
The significant impact of being suspended and expelled, on perceptions of effective
school staff identified in the full model in Table 13 did not differ by special education placement.
Students placed in special education that were suspended (B=-2.48; p<.05) were significantly
52

less likely to have positive perceptions of effective school staff; students not placed in special
education (B=-.2.79; p<.001) were also significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
effective school staff. Similarly, students placed in special education that had also been expelled
were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff (B=-4.04;
p<.001); students not placed in special education were also less likely to have a positive
perception of effective school staff (B= -4.36; p<.001).
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
special education placement and perceptions of effective school staff. The variables included in
the model explained 25.5% of the variation for special education students, and 12.0% of the
variation for students not in special education in perceptions of effective school staff.
Sexuality and Perceptions of School Climate
Tables 14 through 17 provide results for regressing students’ perceptions of attachment to
school staff, perceptions of school environment, perceptions of school belonging/school
connectedness, and perceptions of effective school staff on demographic variables predicting
involvement in the school to prison pipeline and control variables for students that identify as
heterosexual and students that do not identify as heterosexual.
The results of regressing the perception of attachment to school staff scale for both
straight and queer students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the
school-to-prison pipeline and control variables are included in Table 14. The results presented in
Table 14 suggest that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of attachment to school
staff across sexuality. Black students that identified as queer were found to be significantly more
likely to have a positive perception of attachment to school staff (B= 4.53; p<.01); however, for
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Black straight students there was no significant difference in perceptions of attachment to school
staff when compared to white peers.
The significant impact of being suspended and placed in special education, on
perceptions of attachment to school staff identified in the full model in Table 14 did not differ by
sexuality. Queer students that were suspended (B=-7.685; p<.05) were significantly less likely to
have positive perceptions of attachment to school staff, straight students that were suspended
(B=-3.34; p<.001) were also significantly less likely to have a positive perception of attachment
to school staff. Similarly, queer students placed in special education were significantly more
likely to have a positive perception of attachment to school staff (B=4.12; p<.01); straight
students placed in special education were also more likely to have a positive perception of
attachment to school staff (B= -2.16; p<.001).
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
sexuality and perceptions of attachment to school staff. The variables included in the model
explained 30.3% of the variation for queer students, and 8.2% of the variation for straight
students in perceptions of attachment to school staff.
The results of regressing the perception of school environment scale for both straight and
queer students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison
pipeline and control variables are included in Table 15. The results presented in Table 15 suggest
that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of school environment across sexuality.
Queer students that had been expelled were found to be significantly more likely to have a
positive perception of school environment (B= 3.24; p<.05); however, for straight students
expulsion did not have a significant impact on perceptions of school environment. Straight
students that had been diagnosed by a mental health professional, were significantly less likely to
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have a positive perception of school environment (B=-.95; p<.01); however, for queer students,
diagnosis by a mental health professional had no significant impact on perceptions of school
environment. Similarly, straight students placed in special education were found to be
significantly more likely to have a positive perception of school environment (B=1.12; p<.001);
however, for queer students, enrollment in special education had no significant impact on
perceptions of school environment.
The significant impact of being suspended on perceptions of attachment to school staff
identified in the full model in Table 15 did not differ by sexuality. Queer students that were
suspended (B=-3.24; p<.05) were significantly less likely to have positive perceptions of school
staff environment, straight students that were suspended (B=-2.29; p<.001) were also
significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school environment.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
sexuality and perceptions of school environment. The variables included in the model explained
24.4% of the variation for queer students, and 9.3% of the variation for straight students in
perceptions of school environment.
The results of regressing the perception of school belonging scale for both straight and
queer students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison
pipeline and control variables are included in Table 16. The results presented in Table 16 suggest
that differences exist in perceptions of school belonging across sexuality. Straight students that
had been diagnosed by a mental health professional, were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of school belonging (B=-1.95; p<.001); however, for queer students,
diagnosis by a mental health professional had no significant impact on perceptions of school
belonging. Straight students that had been suspended were found to be significantly less likely to
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have a positive perception of school belonging (B=-1.43; p<.01); however, for queer students
that had been suspended there was no significant difference in perceptions of school belonging
when compared to their peers that had not been suspended. Additionally, straight students that
had been expelled were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school belonging
(B=-2.71; p<.001); however, for queer students that had been expelled there was no significant
difference in perceptions of school belonging when compared to their peers that had not been
expelled.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
sexuality and perceptions of school belonging. The variables included in the model explained
17.2% of the variation for queer students, and 11.5% of the variation for straight students in
perceptions of school environment.
The results of regressing the perception of effective school staff scale for both straight
and queer students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in
the school-to-prison pipeline and control variables are included in Table 17. The results
presented in Table 17 suggest that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of
effective school staff across sexuality. Black queer students were found to be significantly more
likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff (B= 3.33; p<.05); however, for
straight students, Black students did not differ from white students in perceptions of effective
school staff. Straight students that had been diagnosed by a mental health professional, were
significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff (B=-2.50; p<.001);
however, for queer students that had been diagnosed by a mental health professional there was
no significant difference in perceptions of effective school staff when compared to their peers
that had no diagnosis. Straight students placed in special education were found to be
56

significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff (B=-.88; p<.05);
however, for queer students’ enrollment in special education did not have a significant impact on
perceptions of effective school staff. Additionally, straight students that had been suspended
were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff (B=-2.71;
p<.001); however, for queer students that had been suspended there was no significant difference
in their perceptions of effective school staff when compared to their peers who had not been
suspended.
The significant impact of being expelled on perceptions of effective school staff
identified in the full model in Table 17 did not differ by sexuality. Queer students that were
expelled (B=-8.46; p<.05) were significantly less likely to have positive perceptions of effective
school staff, straight students that were expelled (B=-3.79; p<.001) were also significantly less
likely to have a positive perception of effective school staff.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
sexuality and perceptions of effective school staff. The variables included in the model explained
43.7% of the variation for queer students, and 17.8% of the variation for straight students in
perceptions of school environment.
Race and Perceptions of School Climate
Tables 18 through 21 provide results for regressing students’ perceptions of attachment to
school staff, perceptions of school environment, perceptions of school belonging/school
connectedness, and perceptions of effective school staff on demographic variables predicting
involvement in the school to prison pipeline and control variables for white, Black, and Latinx
students.
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The results of regressing the perception of attachment to school staff scale for white,
Black and Latinx students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the
school-to-prison pipeline and control variable are included in Table 18. The results presented in
Table 18 suggest that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of attachment to school
staff across race. Black queer students were found to be significantly less likely than Black
straight students to have a positive perception of attachment to school staff (B= -3.06; p<.05);
however, for white and Latinx queer students there was no significant difference in perceptions
of attachment to school staff when compared to their straight peers. White boys were found to be
significantly less likely to have a positive perception of attachment to school staff when
compared to white girls (B= -1.10; p<.05). Latinx boys however were more likely to have a
positive perception of attachment to school staff when compared to girls (B=2.18; p<.05);
however, for Black boys there was no significant difference in perceptions of school attachment
to staff when compared to Black girls.
The significant impact of being suspended and placed in special education on
perceptions of attachment to school staff identified in the full model in Table 18 did not differ by
race. White (B= -3.69; p<.001), Black (B=-2.68; p<.05), and Latinx (B=-3.89; p<.05) students
that were suspended were significantly less likely to have positive perceptions of attachment to
school staff, when compared to white, Black, and Latinx students who were not suspended.
Similarly, white (B=2.12; p<.001), Black (B= 3.10; p<.01), and Latinx (B= 2.16, p>.05) students
that were placed in special education were significantly more likely to have a positive perception
of attachment to school staff when compared to white, Black, and Latinx students that were not
enrolled in special education services.
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None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
race and perceptions of attachment to school staff. The variables included in the model explained
8.8% of the variation for white students, 16.2% of the variation for Black students, and 16.2% of
the variation for Latinx students in perceptions of attachment to school staff.
The results of regressing the perception of school environment scale for white, Black, and
Latinx students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison
pipeline and control variable are included in Table 19. The results presented in Table 19 suggest
that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of effective school staff across race.
White boys were found to be significantly less likely than girls to have a positive perception of
school environment (B= -.59; p<.05); however, Black and Latinx boys were not significantly
different in perceptions of school environment than Black and Latinx girls. Black students that
were diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a positive
perception of school environment (B=-2.01; p<.01); however, for white and Latinx students that
were diagnosed by a mental health professional, there was no significant difference in
perceptions of school environment when compared to white and Latinx students that had not
been diagnosed. Latinx students that had been expelled were significantly more likely to have a
positive perception of school environment (B=3.74; p< .05); however, for white and Black
students that had been expelled there was no significant difference in perceptions of school
environment when compared to white and Black students that had not been expelled. White (B=
1.15; p<.001) and Black (B= 1.74; p<.01) students placed in special education were significantly
more likely to have a positive perception of school environment than white and Black students
not placed in special education. However, for Latinx students placed in special education there
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was not statistical difference in perceptions of school environment when compared to Latinx
students not placed in special education.
The significant impact of being suspended on perceptions of school environment
identified in the full model in Table 19 did not differ by race. White (B= -2.40; p<.001), Black
(B=-1.99; p<.01), and Latinx (B=-3.07; p<.001) students that had been suspended were
significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school environment when compared to
white, Black, and Latinx students that had not been suspended.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
sexuality and perceptions of effective school staff. The variables included in the model explained
9.2% of the variation for white students, 16.2% of the variation for Black students, and 16.6% of
the variation for Latinx students in perceptions of school environment.
The results of regressing the perception of school belonging scale for white, Black, and
Latinx students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-to-prison
pipeline and control variable are included in Table 20. The results presented in Table 20 suggest
that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of school belonging across race. Latinx
students in higher grades were found to be significantly more likely than Latinx students in lower
grades to have a positive perception of school belonging (B= .54; p<.05); however, for older
white and Blacks students there was no significant difference in perceptions of school belonging
when compared to younger white and Black students. Latinx students that were suspended were
significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school belonging (B=-3.62; p<.01);
however, for white and Black students that were suspended, there was no significant difference
in perceptions of school belonging when compared to white and Black students that had not been
suspended. White (B= -3.86; p<.001) and Black (B= -2.59; .05) students that had been expelled
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were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of school belonging. However, for
Latinx students that had been expelled, there was no significant difference in perceptions of
school belonging when compared to Latinx students that had not been expelled.
The significant impact of being diagnosed by a mental health professional on
perceptions of school belonging identified in the full model in Table 20 did not differ by race.
White (B= -1.56; p<.01), Black (B=-3.16; p<.001), and Latinx (B=-2.95; p<.05) students that
had been diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of school belonging when compared to white, Black, and Latinx students that
had not been diagnosed.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
race and perceptions of school belonging. The variables included in the model explained 16.6%
of the variation for white students, 22.9% of the variation for Black students, and 19.9% of the
variation for Latinx students in perceptions of school belonging.
The results of regressing the perception of effective school staff scale for white, Black,
and Latinx students (in separate models) on variables predicting involvement in the school-toprison pipeline and control variable are included in Table 21. The results presented in Table 21
suggest that there are differences and similarities in perceptions of effective school staff across
race. White students placed in special education were found to be significantly less likely than
general students to have a positive perception of effective school staff (B= -1.00; p<.05);
however, for Black and Latinx students placed in special education, there was no significant
difference in perceptions of effective school staff when compared to Black and Latinx students
not in special education. Queer white students were significantly more likely to have a positive
perception of effective school staff (B=1.48; p<.05); however, for Black and Latinx queer
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students that, there was no significant difference in perceptions of effective school staff when
compared to Black and Latinx straight students. White (B= -2.54; p<.01) and Latinx (B= -4.91;
p<.05) students that had been suspended were significantly less likely to have a positive
perception of effective school staff. However, for Black students that had been suspended there
was no significant difference in perceptions of effective school staff when compared to Black
students that had not been suspended. White (B= -5.27; p<.001) and Black (B= -3.21 p<.05)
students that had been expelled were significantly less likely to have a positive perception of
effective school staff than white and Black students that had not been expelled. However, for
Latinx students that had been expelled, there was no statistical difference in perceptions of
effective school staff when compared to Latinx students that had not been expelled.
The significant impact of being diagnosed by a mental health professional on
perceptions of effective school staff identified in the full model in Table 21 did not differ by
race. White (B= -1.63; p<.01), Black (B=-4.58; p<.001), and Latinx (B=-3.79; p<.05) students
that had been diagnosed by a mental health professional were significantly less likely to have a
positive perception of effective school staff when compared to white, Black, and Latinx students
that had not been diagnosed.
None of the other variables included in the model had a statistically significant effect on
sexuality and perceptions of effective school staff. The variables included in the model explained
23.2% of the variation for white students, 27.3% of the variation for Black students, and 18.4%
of the variation for Latinx students in perceptions of school environment.
Results from this study suggest school-to-prison pipeline demographic variables impact
students’ perceptions of school climate. However, when applying an intersectional lens to my
analysis, I found special education placement, diagnosis by a mental health professional,
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suspension, and expulsion to be the most consistent predictors of perceptions of school climate
across identity groups and school climate subscales. Further discussion of my findings and
implications are discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Overview of Results and Theoretical Implications
Results for this study indicate that, for this sample, sex, race, ability status, sexuality,
socioeconomic status, suspension, and expulsion are statistically significant predictors of school
climate for middle and high school students. However, diagnosis by a mental health professional,
special education placement, suspension and expulsion were consistently found to be statistically
significant predictors of students’ perceptions of school climate across all 4 school climate
subscales, regardless of location of students’ intersecting identities.
Prior to the analysis I hypothesized that students who are at-risk for involvement in the
school-to-prison pipeline would also have poor perceptions of school climate, specifically
perceptions of attachment to staff and perceptions of school support. My findings indicate that
students that have experienced exclusionary punishment such as suspension and expulsion have
significantly different perceptions of school climate when compared to students who had not
been suspended or expelled. These findings are consistent with other studies regarding the
negative effects of exclusionary punishment (Hemphill et al 2012; Rausch, Skiba, and Simmons
2004; Sprague and Hill 2000). My findings also suggest that students enrolled in special
education and students that have been diagnosed by a mental health professional have
significantly different perceptions of school climate when compared to students in general
education and students that had not been diagnosed by a mental health professional. These
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findings align with a previous study that argues students not in special education classes who
have disabilities are less likely to feel supported (Carter et al., 2005).
When examining interactions between school-to-prison pipeline variables and
perceptions of school climate, diagnosis by a mental health professional, special education
placement, suspension and expulsion were found to be statistically strong predictors for
perceptions of school climate. However, perceptions for each school climate subscale differed
immensely based on sex, race, sexuality, and special education placement indicating that the
intersection of identities impacts how students perceive their school climates. For example, I
found that students placed in special education were more likely to like their teachers, and other
school staff when compared to students not in special education. Smaller classroom sizes may
provide special education teachers with more time to actively engage with students and establish
a positive teacher-student relationship, thus impacting how students in special education perceive
them (Shin and Raudenbush 2011).
Additionally, Black queer students were more likely to perceive their teachers favorably.
Previous studies suggest that queer students of color feel unsupported by staff and have negative
school experiences (Scherr 2012). Yet my findings suggest the intersection of sexuality and race
may inform Black queer students’ perceptions of school climate differently than Black straight
students and other queer students. Research suggests organizations that provide support for
queer students may decrease bullying, improve school attachment and academic achievement for
queer students (Szalacha 2003; Kosciw et al., 2010; Walls, Kane, and Wineski 2010). Therefore,
positive perceptions of school staff for Black queer students in my sample, may be attributed to
an increase of support for LGBTQIA+ students in schools through the form of Gay Straight
Alliances and other programs.
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Additionally, findings from this study suggest that race and sex inform white, Black, and
Latinx students’ perceptions of school climate differently. Researchers like Monique Morris
(2016) and Renita Ray (2022) argue that the intersection of race and gender create barriers that
hinder opportunities specifically for girls of color to learn in a safe environment. The perception
of whiteness and white femininity as normative in society, impacts how students of color are
perceived, policed, and punished, intensifying Black and Latinx students’ experiences of racial
and gendered discrimination in schools. Therefore, to improve the school experiences of Black
and Latinx students, researchers and school administrators alike must consider and address the
unique ways racism and sexism constrain their opportunities and likelihood of academic success.
Findings from this study also indicate how harmful exclusionary punishment is to
students’ perceptions of school climate. For this sample, exclusionary punishment was found to
impact students’ perceptions of school climate regardless or sex, race, placement in special
education and sexuality, demonstrating the necessity to redesign how punishment is enforced in
schools. Currently, suspension and expulsion are used as part of a process to criminalize
students’ behavior, increasing students’ chances of be involved in the school-to-prison pipeline.
For this reason, I argue schools should strive to implement practices that promote community
involvement and positive behavior reinforcement for students.
For this study, I assumed an intersectional framework to examine perceptions of school
climate. This study shines light on the experiences of students that are often overlooked in the
school climate and school-to-prison pipeline literature such as Black and Latinx girls, queer
students, and students with disabilities. The intersectional analysis for this study suggests that
discrimination in schools impact students differently based on the intersection of their sex, race,
sexuality, and ability status. My findings emphasize how disregarding the interaction of students’
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identities ignores how structural practices in education manipulate race, sex, class, sexuality, and
ability to reproduce and reinforce inequalities in schools, limiting our understanding of students’
perceptions of school climate, thus making it more difficult to improve students’ school
experiences.
Policy Implications
Findings from this study have important policy implications. Suspension and expulsion
were consistently found to be statistically strong predictors of perceptions of school climate
across subscales across sex, sexuality, ability status, and race. Research indicates that
exclusionary punishment like suspension and expulsion can impact students’ academic success
and school outcomes (Hemphill et al 2012; Rausch, Skiba, and Simmons 2004; Sprague and Hill
2000). For this reason, I argue that schools in the United States should implement alternative
punishment techniques that do not exclude or isolate students in the way suspension and
expulsion does from their school community, especially for nonviolent offenses. Research
suggests that behavioral interventions, such as restorative justice, can reduce misbehavior while
also reducing the number of students who are suspended and expelled (Gregory et al. 2013;
Monroe 2006; Skiba et al. 2011). Restorative practices focus on “repairing the harm caused by a
discipline incident” through methods like group discussions, mediation, and community service
(Anyon et al. 2014, p. 380). Implementing more restorative justice programs in schools may
decrease the disproportional rates to which students of color and students with disabilities are
excluded from school, thus providing them with more opportunities to stay in school. Restorative
practices have been found to be effective in reducing office referrals, and out of school
suspension (Gonzalez 2012; Morrison and Vaandering 2012) and provides students with the
opportunity to create positive school experiences and outcomes.
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Being diagnosed by a mental health professional and special education placement were
also found to be statistically strong predictors of perceptions of school climate across subscales.
Few studies examine how mental health and special education placement impact perceptions of
school climate (Sanders et al. 2018). However, findings from this study indicate that students
diagnosed by a mental health professional and students placed in special education are less likely
to have positive perceptions of school climate. For this reason, I suggest that public schools in
the United States push to promote a school culture that values positive mental health practices
and furthermore provides a safe, healthy, and welcoming environment for students with
disabilities.
Limitations to the Study
This study aims to examine perceptions of school climate by determining predictors of
students’ perception of attachment to school personnel and school support. While this study aims
to fill some gaps in the school climate literature, there are some limitations that should be
addressed. Covid- 19 greatly hindered this study. While the data informing this study was
distributed across the United States, many participants were excluded from the data sample.
During 2020-2021 school year, numerous schools in several states limited the amount of inperson school days, making some students ineligible to participate in the study. For this reason,
the data cannot be generalized to reflect the experiences of students nationally. Additionally, the
data used for this study is secondary data; data collection was completed before I had access to
the data, which impacted the data analysis process. Lastly, using a paid panel to distribute the
survey also limited this study as the sample size is slightly skewed towards males and not
reflective of a large national school population.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION
The current study uses an intersectional framework to examine students’ perception of
school climate by determining predictors of school support and attachment to school personnel
using a national school-to-prison pipeline survey. By examining students’ perceptions of school
climate, especially those students who are more vulnerable to school-to-prison pipeline
involvement, this study contributes to school climate and school-to-prison pipeline literature.
Furthermore, this study aims to reveal possible predictors of attachment to school staff, and
school support in the context of school climate. Findings from this study suggest that students at
risk for school-to-prison pipeline involvement, specifically those enrolled in special education
services and those diagnosed by a mental health professional, are more likely to have a negative
perception of school climate. Additionally, students who have experienced punitive disciplinary
actions such as out of school suspension and expulsion are also more likely to have a negative
perception of school climate.
These negative perceptions of school climate are more specifically related to students’
perceptions of attachment to school staff, school environment, school belonging/connectedness,
and effective school staff. These results suggest that school administrators and staff should aim
to provide students with exceptionalities and students that have previously experienced
exclusionary discipline with more support and less punitive disciplinary punishment, thus
providing a safer school climate for all students. While this may be difficult to achieve due to
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lack of resources provided to teachers, promoting an environment that is supportive, empathetic,
and safe for all students regardless of ability status or past disciplinary actions could improve
students’ perception of school climate and reduce risk of involvement with the school-to-prison
pipeline.
Research suggests that school environments that do not promote a hospitable learning
environment for all students, hinder student’s achievement (Watson 2001). School personnel
(specifically teachers and principals) should strive to engage with students more to understand
students’ personalities and cultural differences, thus improving student-teacher relationships in
schools. Creating positive relationships between students and teachers can create an atmosphere
where students are more likely to feel safe, and violence is less probable (Loukas 2007).
Additionally, researchers suggest that school administrators should aim to increase support for
teachers and create positive relationships with them so that they are capable to provide that same
support to students (Hoy and Miskel 2005). This also increases the likelihood that students are
being treated fairly regardless of their intersecting identities, thus providing students with the
opportunity to have better school experiences and positive school outcomes.
In this study, I discussed how structural inequalities found in education contribute to
students’ involvement in the school-to-prison pipeline, which impacts their perceptions of school
climate. Findings from this study suggest that students who are diagnosed by a mental health
professional, placed in special education, suspended, and expelled perceive their school climate
as unfavorable. Additionally, findings from this study suggest the intersection of demographic
variables and school-to-prison pipeline variables greatly impact students’ perceptions of school
climate and school experiences. Not providing all students with a safe and welcoming learning
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environment may not be a form of physical violence, however, it is still a form of violence as it
harms their chances of academic success and positive school outcomes.
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Table 1

Sample Descriptive Statistics

Variable
Sex (Male=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Grade
Mental Health Diagnosis (Yes=1)
Out-of-School Suspension (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education Services (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexual Orientation (Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-Square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/S.E.
-.118/.386
.048/.479
.5453/.553
-1.63/.097
-.786/.574
-3.446/.665
.592/.865
2.268/.419
-.270/.407
-.277/.667
30.731/1.245
.084
6.757***
744

N=812 Students

88

Beta
-.011
.004
.036
-.060
-.052
-.210
.027
.209
-.025
-.015

t
-.306
.100
.985
-1.684
-1.368
-5.196
.685
5.418
-.664
-.415
24.685

Significance
.759
.920
.325
.093
.172
.001***
.493
.001***
.507
.678
.001

Table 2

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of
Attachment to School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in
the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables.

Variable
Sex (Male=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Grade
Mental Health Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education Services (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexual Orientation
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant

R-Square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/S.E.
-.118/.386
.048/.479
.5453/.553
-1.63/.097
-.786/.574
3.446/.665
.592/.865
2.268/.419
-.270/.407
-.277/.667
30.731/1.2
45
.084
6.757***
744

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Beta
-.011
.004
.036
-.060
-.052
-.210

t
-.306
.100
.985
-1.684
-1.368
-5.196

Significance
.759
.920
.325
.093
.172
.001***

.027
.209
-.025
-.015

.685
5.418
-.664
-.415

.493
.001***
.507
.678

24.685

.001

Table 3

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Environment on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables.

Variable
Sex (Male=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Grade
Mental Health Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education Services
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexual Orientation
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-Square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/S.E.
-.078/.228
-.147/.283
.219/.320
-.052/.057
-.807/.338
-2.323/.393
.637/.516
1.147/.247

Beta
-.012
-.019
.024
-.033
-.089
-.236
.049
.177

t
-.342
-.518
.663
-.922
-2.390
-5.906
1.234
4.638

Significance
.732
.605
.507
.357
.017*
.001***
.218
.001***

.153/.240
-.129/.388

.024
-.012

.637
-331

.524
.740

20.460

.001

14.925/.729
.089
7.255***
753

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 4

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Belonging/ School Connectedness on Demographic Variables Predicting
Involvement in the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables.

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Grade
Mental Health Diagnosis
(Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education Services
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexual Orientation
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-Square
F2 Log Likelihood
df
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

B/S.E.
.039/.272
.021/.338
-.441/.393
.029/.068
-1.800/.403

Beta
.005
.002
-.039
.015
-.162

t
.143
.062
-1.122
.427
-4.468

Significance
.887
.951
.262
.669
.001***

-1.509/.473
-2.746/.613
-.459/.295

-.124
-.173
-.057

-3.189
-4.477
-1.555

.001***
.001***
.120

-.343/.287
.870/.462

-.043
.064

-1.196
1.882

.232
.060

14.972

.001

13.063/.873
.140
12.233***
760
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Table 5

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of Effective
School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables.

Variable
Sex (Male=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Grade
Mental Health Diagnosis
(Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education Services
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexual Orientation
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-Square
F2 Log Likelihood
df
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

B/S.E.
-.109/.338
.489/.423
-.457/.487
.105/.085
-2.405/.500

Beta
-.011
.039
-.032
.041
-.169

T
-.323
1.156
-.939
1.244
-4.812

Significance
.747
.248
.348
.214
.001***

-2.644/.599
-4.199/.776
-.993/.367

-.167
-.203
-.097

-4.415
-5.415
-2.707

.001***
.001***
.007**

-.516/.357
.784/.570

-.051
.046

-1.445
1.376

.149
.169

23.231

.001

25.188/1.084
.204
18.960***
750
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Table 6

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of
Attachment to School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in
the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for Males and Females.
Males

Variable
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
Suspension (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

Females

B/SE
-1.24/.63
-.75/.67
-1.22/.74

Beta
-.09
-.05
-.08

-3.28/.78

-1.97*
-1.13
-1.66

B/SE
1.55/.74
2.731/.98
-.72

Beta
.12
.16
.92

-.22

-4.23***

-3.71/1.26

-.19

-2.95**

.74/1.00
2.16/.53

.04
.21

.74
4.04***

.03/1.65
2.27/.67

.00
.20

.02
3.37***

.29/.52

.03

.55

-.87/.65

-.08

-1.35

-.02/.12
-.58/.93

-.01
-.03

-.13
-.62

-.29/.15
-.09/.97

-.11
-.01

-2.00*
-.09

29.78/1.42
.103
5.56**

T

21.02***

445

31.27/1.75
.111
4.00***
298

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

93

T
2.10*
2.79**
-.05

17.91***

Table 7

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Environment on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for Males and Females.
Males

Variable
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
Suspension (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

Females

B/SE
-.82/.38
-.44/.40
-.90/.43

Beta
-.10
-.05
-.10

-2.14/.46

-2.17*
-1.08
-2.09*

.67/.43
1.39/.58
-.94/.55

Beta
.09
.14
-.10

-.23

-4.62***

-2.65/.74

-.24

-3.57***

.76/.61
1.10/.32

.06
.17

1.23
3.45***

.42/.96
1.16/.40

.03
.17

.44
2.94**

.33/.30

.05

1.08

-.03/.38

-.00

-.08

-.00/.08
-.37/.54

-.00
-.03

-.06
-.68

-.09/.09
.14/.56

-.06
.01

-1.05
.25

14.76/.84
.105
5.75***

T

B/SE

17.58***

450

14.69/1.02
.105
3.81***
302

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

94

T
1.56
2.40
-1.72

14.46***

Table 8

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Belonging/School Connectedness on Demographic Variables Predicting
Involvement in the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for Males and
Females.
Males

Variable
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
Suspension (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

Females

B/SE
-.15/.59
-1.29/.62
-2.20/.67

Beta
-.01
-.09
-.16

-2.41/.73

-.25
-2.09*
-3.31***

B/SE
1.31/.61
1.11/.81
-3.09/.77

Beta
.11
.07
-22

-.16

-3.31***

-3.17/1.09

-.18

-2.90*

-4.34/.96
-.88/.49

-.22
-.09

-4.55***
-1.80

-3.93/1.37
-1.24/.56

-.18
-.12

-2.87**
-2.23*

-.20/.48

-.02

-.42

-.84/.54

-.08

-1.56

.14/.12
.74/.82

.05
.04

1.18
.90

.06/.12
.93/.78

.03
.06

.53
1.17

24.75/1.30
.192
11.56***

T

19.09***

447

25.24/1.43
.226
10.78***
302

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

95

T
2.15*
1.36
-4.04***

17.65***

Table 9

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of Effective
School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for Males and Females.
Males

Variable
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
Suspension (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

Females

B/SE
-.63/.45
-1.23/.48
-1.36/.52

Beta
-.06
-.11
-.12

-1.40/.56

-1.40
-2.55*
-2.62**

.90/.51
.97/.68
-2.74/.64

Beta
.10
.08
-.24

-.12

-2.50*

-1.77/.88

-.13

-2.02*

-3.25/.73
-.39/.38

-.22
-.05

-4.47***
-1.02

-1.78/1.13
-.71/.47

-.10
-.09

-1.58
-1.54

-.02/.37

-.00

-.05

-.65/.45

-.08

-1.46

.09/.09
1.77/.64

.05
.12

1.01
2.74**

-.07/.10
-.01/.66

-.04
-.00

-.67
-.02

11.68/1.01
.1162
9.57***

T

B/SE

11.58***

455

14.79/1.20
.163
6.39***
304

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

96

T
1.77
1.43
-4.30***

12.36***

Table 10

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of
Attachment to School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in
the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for Students in Special
Education and Students not in Special Education.
Not in Special Education

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE
.02/.50
.15/61
.62/.71
.12/.98

Beta
.01
.01
.04
.01

-4.37/.87
-.38/1.31
-1.22/.50
-.31/.12
.62/.96
31.54/1.61
.095
5.18***

Special Education
T
.03
.24
.88
.12

B/SE
-.23/.60
.08/.78
.47/.87
-1.43/.69

Beta
-.02
.01
.03
-.13

-.24
-.01
-.11

-5.00***
-.29
-2.44*

-1.98/1.02
.17/1.18
1.77/.69

-.14
.01
.15

-1.94
.14
2.59**

-.12
.03

-2.53*
.64

.07/.15
-1.00/.91

.03
-.06

.45
-1.09

19.56***

442

30.13/1.99
.069
2.32*
292

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

97

T
-.38
.10
.54
-2.07*

15.16***

Table 11

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Environment Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for Students in Special Education and
Students not in Special Education.
Not in Special Education

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE
.01/.29
-.05/.36
.51/.42
-.31/.57

Beta
.00
-01
.06
-.03

-2.62/.51
-.31/.79
-.30/.30
-.15/.07
.24/.55
15.40/.94
.083
4.53***

Special Education
T
.04
-.13
1.20
-.55

B/SE
-.16/.36
-.19/.46
-.32/.53
-1.09/.42

Beta
-.03
-.02
-.03
-.16

-.24
-.02
-.05

-5.10***
-.40
-1.02

-1.97/.62
.86/.71
1.06/.41

-.23
.08
.15

-3.19**
1.20
2.60**

-.09
.03

-2.01
.61

.09/.09
-.49/.55

.06
-.05

.99
-.90

16.38***

457

14.60/1.18
.102
3.61***
295

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

98

T
-.44
-.41
-.60
-2.62**

12.41***

Table 12

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Belonging/School Connectedness on Demographic Variables Predicting
Involvement in the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for Students in
Special Education and Students not in Special Education.
Not in Special Education

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE
.29/.33
.09/.41
-.93/.48
-1.49/.64

Beta
.04
.01
-,09
-.11

-.98/.58
-2.25/.88
-.79/.33
.11/10
1.14/.62
12.77/1.06
.077
4.21***

Special Education
T
.89
.23
-1.95
-2.33*

B/SE
-.37/.47
.00/.60
.38/.69
-1.88/.54

Beta
-.04
.000
.03
-.19

-.08
-.12
-.11

-1.67
-2.56*
-2.38*

-1.99/.82
-3.02/.94
.58/.54

-.17
-.22
.06

-2.43*
-3.22***
1.07

.05
.08

1.07
1.85

.01/12
.66/.72

.01
.05

.12
.92

12.03***

461

12.79/1.54
.199
7.95***
298

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

99

T
-.77
.01
.54
-3.45***

8.30***

Table 13

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of Effective
School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for Students in Special Education and
Students not in Special Education.
Not in Special Education

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE
.11/.40
.68/.50
-.32/.58
-.73/.77

Beta
.01
.06
-.03
-.04

-2.79/.72
-4.36/1.12
-1.17/.41
.11/10
.46/.75
25.29/1.29
.120
6.75***

Special Education
T
.26
1.37
-.55
-.94

B/SE
-.63/.60
.39/.77
-.58/.87
-3.46/.69

Beta
-.05
.03
-.04
-.27

-.18
-.18
-.13

-3.87***
-3.88***
-2.89**

-2.48/1.06
-4.04/1.19
.84/.69

-.16
-.22
.06

-2.35*
-3.40***
1.23

.05
.03

1.07
.62

.04/.15
1.35/.90

.02
.08

.29
1.50

19.59***

453

24.17/1.95
.255
10.93***
296

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

100

T
-1.05
.50
-.66
-5.03***

12.38***

Table 14

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of
Attachment to School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in
the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for Heterosexual Students and
Non-Heterosexual Students.
Heterosexual

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE

Heterosexual

-.06/.41
-.28/.50
.55/.58
-.99/.61

Beta
-.01
-.02
.04
-.06

-3.34/.68
.19/.92
-.25/.43
-.12/.10
2.16/.44
30.09/1.14
.082
6.66***

T
-.14
-.56
.95
-1.63

B/SE
.21/1.26
4.53/1.57
-1.07/1.81
1.63/2.00

Beta
.02
.35
-.07
.12

-.29
.01
-.02

-4.90***
.20
-.59

-7.69/3.15
3.17/3.17
-.57/1.40

-.46
.20
-.05

-2.44*
1.00
-.41

-.04
.20

-1.14
4.92***

-.75/.32
4.12/1.39

-.29
.40

-2.37*
2.96**

26.46***

678

33.58/3.15
.303
2.71*
65

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

101

T
.17
2.89**
-.59
.81

10.66***

Table 15

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Environment on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for Heterosexual Students and NonHeterosexual Students.
Heterosexual

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE

Not Heterosexual

-.03/.24
-.29/.30
.24/.35
-.95/.36

Beta
-.00
-.04
.03
-.10

-2.29/.41
.19/.56
.13/.25
-.06/.06
1.12/.26
14.85/.67
.093
7.65***

T
-.11
-.98
.67
-2.62**

B/SE
-.51/.68
1.60/.85
-.65/1.01
.16/.1.03

Beta
-.09
.23
-.08
.02

-.23
.01
.02

-5.62***
.34
.52

-3.18/1.57
3.24/1.61
.62/.77

-.36
.37
.10

-2.02*
2.02*
.81

-.04
.17

-.94
4.29***

.05/.17
1.30/.77

.03
.23

.29
1.70

22.05***

684

13.66/1.77
.244
2.11*
68

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

102

T
-.75
1.88
-.65
.15

7.70***

Table 16

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Belonging/School Connectedness on Demographic Variables Predicting
Involvement in the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for
Heterosexual Students and Non-Heterosexual Students.
Heterosexual

Variable
Sex(Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE

Not Heterosexual

-.13/.29
.04/.35
-.45/.41
-1.95/.43

Beta
-.02
.01
-.04
-.17

-1.44/.49
2.71/.65
-.44/.30
.01/.07
-.47/.31
14.43/.80
.115
10.96***

T
-.44
.13
-1.10
-4.57***

B/SE
1.67/.94
-.02/1.18
-.87/1.42
.35/1.44

Beta
.21
-.00
-.07
.04

-.12
-.17
-.06

-2.95***
-4.16***
-1.46

-1.86/2.20
-4.18/2.25
.76/1.10

-.15
-.33
.09

-.84
-1.86
.71

.00
-.06

.09
-1.50

.15/.23
-.16/1.06

.07
-.01

.63
-.11

18.01***

690

8.46/2.49
.172
2.59***
69

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

103

T
1.78
-.02
-.62
.24

3.40***

Table 17

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of Effective
School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for Heterosexual Students and NonHeterosexual Students.
Heterosexual

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Black (Black=1)
Latinx (Latinx=1)
Mental Health
Diagnosis (Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Free/Reduced Lunch
(Yes=1)
Grade
Special Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log Likelihood
df

B/SE

Not Heterosexual

-.06/.36
.22/.44
-.50/.51
-2.50/.53

Beta
-.01
.02
-.04
-.17

-2.71/.62
-3.79/.83
-.63/.37
.11/.09
-8.78/.39
25.97/.10
.178
16.18***

T
-.17
.49
-.99
-4.71***

B/SE
-.32/1.14
3.33/1.43
.51/1.72
-.72/1.74

Beta
-.03
.24
.03
-.05

-.17
-.18
-.06

-4.39***
-4.58***
-1.69

-.45/2.67
-8.46/2.72
.70/1.30

-.03
-.48
.06

-.17
-3.11**
.54

.04
-.09

1.20
-2.28*

.09/.28
-1.53/1.28

.03
-.14

.31
-1.20

25.98***

680

24.26/3.01
.437
5.18***
69

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

104

T
-.28
2.32*
.30
-.41

8.06***

Table 18

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of
Attachment to School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in
the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for white, Black, and Latinx
students.

Variable
Sex(Males=1)
Grade
Mental Health
Diagnosis
(Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced
Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Special
Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log
Likelihood
df

Whites
B/SE
-1.10/.48
-.16/.12
-.84/.75

Beta
-.10
-.06
-.05

T
-2.30*
-1.31
-1.12

Blacks
B/SE
1.29/.87
-.39/.22
-2.33/1.25

Beta
.12
-.14
-.15

-3.69/.93
1.15/1.12

-.21
.05

-3.95***
1.03

-2.68/1.22
-1.14/1.63

-.28/.51

-.03

-.55

.27/.81

.02

2.12/.52

.20

31.61/1.52
.088
5.69***
483

1.49
-1.77
-1.86

Latinx
B/SE
2.18/1.01
.10/.25
.14/1.39

Beta
.21
.04
.01

-.18
-.06

-2.21*
-.70

-3.89/1.61
2.75/2.94

-.25
.11

-2.42*
.93

.43/.94

.04

.46

-.62/.97

-.06

-.64

.33

-3.06/1.55

-.15

-1.98*

1.85/1.77

.11

1.05

4.08***

3.10/.97

.26

3.19**

2.16/1.03

.21

2.02*

20.86***

32.86/3.04
.162
3.54

10.80***

23.96/3.13
.162
2.32*

155

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

105

t

104

t
2.16*
.39
.10

7.67***

Table 19

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Environment on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for white, Black and Latinx Students.

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Grade
Mental Health
Diagnosis
(Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced
Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Special
Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log
Likelihood
df

Whites
B/SE
-.59/.28
-.03/.07
-.66/.44

Beta
-.09
-.02
-.07

-2.12*
-.37
-1.52

Blacks
B/SE
.68/.53
-.24/.13
-2.01/.77

Beta
.10
-.14
-.21

-2.40/.55

-.23

-4.40***

-1.99/.76

.63/.66

.05

.95

.27/.29

.04

.15/.47
1.15/.31

15.09/.88
.092
6.14***
492

1.27
-1.76
-2.62**

Latinx
B/SE
1.03/.57
.16/.14
-.64/.78

Beta
.18
.11
-.09

-.21

-2.63*

-3.07/.90

-.36

-.18/1.04

-.01

-.18

3.75/1.65

.26

3.40***
2.28*

.90

2.25/.58

.00

.00

.03/.55

.01

.05

.01

.31

-1.42/.93

-.12

-1.52

1.09/.99

.11

1.10

.18

3.76***

1.74/.60

.24

2.92**

.35/.58

.06

.60

17.08***

16.63/1.83
.162
3.56***

9.09***

10.92/1.75
.166
2.37*

T

156

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

106

t

103

t
1.81
1.16
-.82

6.23***

Table 20

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of School
Belonging/School Connectedness on Demographic Variables Predicting
Involvement in the School-to-Prison Pipeline and Control Variables for white,
Black and Latinx Students.

Variable
Sex(Males=1)
Grade
Mental Health
Diagnosis
(Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced
Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Special
Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log
Likelihood
df

Whites
B/SE
-.53/.33
.04/.08
-1.56/.52

Beta
-.07
.02
-.14

-1.60
.47
-3.03*

Blacks
B/SE
.83/.53
-.25/.13
-3.16/.77

Beta
.11
-.14
-.32

-1.06/.66

-.08

-1.61

-1.20/.75

-12

-3.86/.78

-.24

-4.93***

-2.59/1.01

-.22/.36

-.03

-.62

.82/.56

.06

-.69/.36

-.09

13.83/1.05
.166
12.12***
496

Latinx
B/SE
1.32/.87
.54/.21
-2.95/1.19

Beta
.15
.24
-.25

-1.59

-3.62/1.38

-.27

-.20

-2.56*

4.84/2.53

.22

2.63**
1.92

-.28/.51

-.03

-.55

-1.52/.83

-.18

-1.83

1.47

.27/.81

.02

.33

2.17/1.52

.14

1.43

-1.90

-.46/.59

-.06

-.77

.62/.89

.07

.70

13.17***

14.00/1.83
.229
5.56***

T

158

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

107

t
1.56
-1.84
4.13***

7.66***

5.55/2.68
.199
2.98**
104

t
1.51
2.52*
-2.47*

2.07*

Table 21

Multivariate Linear Regression Results of Regressing the Perceptions of Effective
School Staff on Demographic Variables Predicting Involvement in the School-toPrison Pipeline and Control Variables for white, Black, and Latinx Students.
Whites

Variable
Sex (Males=1)
Grade
Mental Health
Diagnosis
(Yes=1)
OSS (Yes=1)
Expulsion
(Yes=1)
Free/Reduced
Lunch (Yes=1)
Sexuality
(Heterosexual=1)
Special
Education
(Yes=1)
Constant
R-square
F2 Log
Likelihood
df

Blacks

B/SE
-.65/.41
.17/.10
-1.63/.63

Beta
-.07
.07
-.11

T

-2.54/.81
-5.27/.98

Latinx

-1.61
1.68
-2.59**

B/SE
.60/.67
-.17/.17
-4.53/.96

Beta
.07
-.07
-.35

-.16
-.26

-3.13**
-5.39***

-1.87/.97
-3.21/1.28

-.42/.44

-.04

-.96

1.48/.68

.09

-1.00/.44

-.10

24.63/1.29
.232
18.26***
493

.90
-1.00
-4.72***

B/SE
1.50/1.18
.34/.29
-3.79/1.62

Beta
.12
.12
-.24

-.15
-.19

-1.93
-2.51*

-4.91/1.96
.56/3.45

-.26
.02

-2.51*
.16

-.19/.72

-.02

-.27

-1.13/1.13

-.10

-.10

2.18*

-1.35/1.14

-.09

-1.18

1.31/2.06

.06

.64

-2.26*

-.77/.74

-.08

-1.04

-1.21/1.20

-.10

-1.01

19.15***

28.90/2.31
.273
6.76

12.49***

20.65/3.64
.184
2.67*

152

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

108

t

103

t
1.27
1.18
-2.34*

5.67***

